Nations at war provides an explanation of war in international politics 
grounded on data-based, empirical research. The book classifies and 
synthesizes the research findings of over 500 quantitative analyses of 
war at the analytic levels of the state, dyad, region, and international 
system. Because wars follow from political decisions, two basic 
decisionmaking models - the rational and the nonrational - are 
examined in relation to the explanatory framework of the volume. In 
addition, case analyses of two wars - the Iran/Iraq War (1980) and 
World War I (1914) - are provided as demonstrations of scientifically- 
based explanations of historical events. The primary structural 
factors responsible for the onset and seriousness of war are identified 
and the explanations are developed according to the scientific model 
of "covering laws." The conclusion presents a discussion of the 
potential for probabilistic predictions of conflict within the context of 
war and peace studies. 
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Introduction 


War is a rare event in world politics, but it is always with us. How can 
we say this? On the one hand, if we note that the number of territorial 
states in the global system has ranged from fewer than 30 after the 
Napoleonic Wars to nearly 200 at the end of the twentieth century, 
that gives us about 400 nondirectional pairs of states in 1816 and 
about 18,000 pairs today. And even if we recognize that most wars are 
between neighbors, and thus reduce the possible pairs at war in a 
given year to the 40 bordering neighbors in 1816 and the 317 in 1993, 
the potential is never even approached. There were no wars under 
way in 81 of the 180 years since the modem interstate system came 
into being, and seldom more than one in any given year. On the other 
hand, 75 interstate wars led to a total of more than 30 million battle- 
connected fatalities among combatants, not to mention tens of millions 
of additional deaths among civilians in the context of these wars. 

Another way to make this point is by looking at the frequency of 
war involvement by the members of the interstate system. During the 
time period under consideration here, we find that 150 states never 
experienced international war, 49 saw only one or two wars during 
their tenure in the system, 16 had three or four, and only France, 
Britain, Germany, Italy, Russia, Greece, Egypt, and Turkey were 
involved in more than 10 during the nearly two centuries since the 
Congress of Vienna in 1815. 

The paradox is that most societies are in continuous preparation for 
a very rare event - but of course, if the event occurs, the stakes can be 
enormous. Not only does war usually bring extraordinary destruction 
to combatants and civilians, and to their homes and farms and roads 
and factories, but all too often the losers may find their lands occupied 
or annexed, and their wealth confiscated by the victors. 
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Despite the costs of war, especially to the losers, the effort to avoid 
it nevertheless remains paradoxical. That is, the conventional wisdom 
says that "if you want peace, prepare for war," on the premise that 
potentially aggressive neighbors will be deterred and intimidated 
rather than provoked and encouraged to follow suit. This is not the 
place to add up the myriad costs of these near-universal and time- 
honored preparedness programs - in terms of money, skills, oppor¬ 
tunity costs, environmental damage, economic decline, and psychic 
and moral deterioration - but it is impossible to estimate the 
imbalance between costs incurred over the decades and costs avoided. 
And, of course, what gives the paradox a sinister twist is the 
frequency of the self-fulfilling prophecy - to which we will return in 
our discussion of the war-proneness of dyads. 

In any event, the terrible destructiveness of interstate war has led a 
good many scholars to seek the causes of this deadly human practice. 
We fall readily into that group. But as those familiar with the 
Correlates of War (COW) Project might surmise, our ambition is 
somewhat more modest; the project's title makes clear that social 
scientists need to know a fair amount about the correlates of war before 
we can speak with much authority about its causes. Until we begin to 
ascertain which conditions and events precede and co-vary with 
fluctuations in the incidence of war in world politics, it would be 
naive as well as presumptuous to claim any grasp of its causes. 

This proposition might seem self-evident, but a moment's reflection 
should remind us of how frequently it is violated; for every investi¬ 
gation devoted to the search for war's correlates, there are thousands 
of studies that hope or claim to identify its causes or origins or roots. 
This need not surprise us, however. In addition to the powerful 
human drive to understand and/or eliminate war, there is the sad fact 
that until quite recently no one thought to bring scientific methods to 
bear on the study of war. As a matter of fact, it is only in the past 
century that the intellectual strategies and observatorial procedures of 
the physical and biological sciences have been understood as germane 
to any social phenomena. As a result, the literature on armed conflict 
is full of interesting, suggestive, plausible, and provocative guesses, 
speculations, and assertions - often labeled "theories" in the less 
precise academic precincts. 

On the other hand, the pioneering efforts of Bloch (1898), Sorokin 
(1937), Richardson (1960), and Wright ([1942], 1964) have not been 
without result; each of these scholars helped us to make the transition 
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(described in Singer 1990) from the promises of Condorcet (1794) and 
Buckle (1885) to the scientific peace research movement marked by 
the appearance of Quantitative International Politics (Singer 1968). 
Today, we have upwards of 600 data-based articles, largely found in 
five major journals - all in English - as well as two dozen or so book- 
length studies in which problems of world politics in general and 
armed conflict in particular are subjected to rigorous and systematic 
treatment. While much of this research follows from the Correlates of 
War Project that began at the University of Michigan in 1963-1964, it 
has by now expanded dramatically in theoretical orientation, substan¬ 
tive focus, and methodological predilection. It is from this far-from- 
homogeneous body of scholarship that the study at hand emerges; 
our aim is to summarize and synthesize a large proportion of these 
empirical findings and then to integrate them into as coherent an 
explanation of modem interstate war as possible. 


Integrative problems 

As anyone who has read - or better still, written - the sort of review 
article found in the physical or biological science journals can easily 
appreciate, this is no simple task. Despite the strong scientific norms 
in favor of reproducibility, the inducements away from reproducibility 
- and thus, comparability - are often powerful. That means that even 
though several studies are intended to test the same theoretical model, 
they often will not. Partly this is a data and measurement problem, 
with individual investigators measuring the same variables in differ¬ 
ent ways, observing different regions of the world or looking at 
different historical periods. Furthermore, we can use different 
research designs, postulating different time lags between predictor 
and outcome variables, computing moving averages over time 
spreads of differing lengths, using different transformations to cope 
with the historical outlier cases, and assuming the reciprocal effects of 
our predictor variables to be additive in some designs and multi¬ 
plicative in others. 

This lack of perfect - or even proximate - similarity from one study 
to the next means that even if they all point to the same conclusion, 
we cannot assume theoretical convergence, nor can we assume that 
they point to differing conclusions even if the statistical results are 
quite dissimilar. In disciplines that rely more on laboratory experi¬ 
ments (Campbell and Stanley 1963) rather than historical experiments 
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(Singer 1977) we typically find a much higher level of comparability 
and thus a stronger basis for treating their findings as cumulative. As 
a matter of fact, a set of methods known as meta-analysis has evolved 
in the social sciences, along with an increasing sensitivity to its 
strengths and weaknesses (Wolf 1986). In our field, the best known 
effort to explicitly compare and combine the statistical results of a 
fairly well defined set of studies (Rummel 1985) met with mixed 
success. But as the scientific world politics movement continues to 
grow, and especially as we adhere more closely to the historical 
experiment type of research design, we can expect greater attention to 
the canons of reproducibility and comparability (Singer 1975). Until 
then, faced as we are with rather idiosyncratic approaches to the 
measurement of our variables, empirical domain, and research design, 
what do we do? 

We make do. More precisely, we do what all good scientists do at 
every stage in a given investigation. We think hard, looking first at 
what we and others claim to know about the query at hand, paying 
close attention to the larger class of studies to which we assign this 
one, distinguishing between those claims that rest on the revealed 
wisdom, professional folklore, or armchair "theory" on the one hand, 
and those that rest to an appreciable extent on reproducible evidence 
on the other. We then go on as suggested above, to ascertain the 
similarities and differences that characterize the more systematic 
studies. And if, for example, the findings for cases covering one 
region, type of society, or historical period turn out to differ from 
those for another empirical domain - and this may not be obvious in 
their published articles - we take careful note. 

Our point here is that the most rigorous devotee of scientific 
methods is called upon, time and again, to make intuitive judgments. 
There certainly is a checklist of factors to consider when we evaluate 
and try to integrate disparate results from the data-based literature, 
but in the final analysis it is little more than a judgment call. In 
making such calls, we essentially fall back on our theoretical biases, 
which rest of course on our reading, recollection, and reinterpretation 
of that vast body of literature with which we are familiar. To be sure, a 
very large portion of that literature is a vague mix of historical 
anecdote, policy-induced hunch, contemporary fashion, and vague 
recall of some long-ago graduate seminar. This is quite acceptable as 
long as we keep the source of our intuition in mind and then go on to 
evaluate it in a truly skeptical fashion, and as long as we lay it 
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alongside the formal models in literature (not for empirical veridi- 
cality, but for logical consistency) and check it against the data-based 
generalities (many of which, so noted, will point in more than one 
direction). 

Further confounding this hard-to-reproduce process is the person¬ 
ality or the mood or the immediate incentives that are at work. 
Statisticians like to distinguish between Type I and Type II errors and 
that distinction is germane here; in the Type II error, we over¬ 
estimate the evidence that leads us to see a pattern when it may not 
exist in empirical reality, while the Type I tendency is more likely to 
infer randomness and to thus overlook a strong but nonobvious 
configuration. Both are, in principle, to be avoided, but those of us 
who assume that social phenomena are inherently systematic, pat¬ 
terned, and law-like - and who are therefore more positive about 
scientific method - normally will err in the Type II direction; a 
possible example might be the excellent and very flattering Vasquez 
article on "The Steps to War" (1987) in which the author carefully 
examines most of the Correlates of War findings on the alliance-to- 
war relationship and interprets them as more coherent and consistent 
than would those of us who carried out the studies. On the other 
hand, those who are excessively critical, or take a dim view of the 
social science enterprise, or see international history as little more 
than one unique event after another will tend to miss a potentially 
significant but less visible set of regularities. We dwell on this issue 
at some length because the scholarly worth of this volume is in part 
dependent on how rigorously, carefully, and creatively we handle this 
task. 


Theoretical views 

By now you have a rather clear sense of our methodological orienta¬ 
tion, but little clue as to the theoretical predisposition. A decade ago, 
this would have been a relatively straightforward discussion, but due 
to conceptual carelessness, semantic insensitivity, and epistemological 
innocence, the theoretical waters are once again muddied beyond 
belief. 

All of us have been exposed to quite a variety of normative and 
empirical orientations vis-a-vis the subject of world politics, and the 
dominant tendency has been toward agnosticism. That is, given the 
thin and scattered range of evidence-based findings, we have wisely 
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taken the view that one or another of the theoretical schools may 
ultimately be vindicated, but that in the meantime our task should be 
to test the indicators of a variety of them against the historical record. 
Put differently, those of us with that orientation have urged consider¬ 
able open-mindedness toward conflicting explanatory models of 
world politics, coupled with a strong commitment to systematically 
examining the evidence in support of them. 

However, the field took a remarkably counter-productive direction 
in the early 1980s (Singer 1989b). The bootless and sterile debate that 
had absorbed some of us while in graduate school in the post-World 
War II decade - "realism" versus "idealism" - again surfaced as a 
topic of allegedly serious discussion. As we see it, the issue emerged 
out of the policy debate that marked the onset of the Soviet-American 
"cold war." Such scholars as E.H. Carr (1939) in Britain and Hans 
Morgenthau ([1948], 1967) in the United States - sharply criticizing 
Western policies of the inter-war period as naive and idealistic 
because of their alleged reliance on international law, international 
organization, and collective security - argued for a more hard-nosed 
and Machiavellian view of international politics. For these self- 
acclaimed "realists," there were three basic premises: (1) the system is 
and would remain essentially anarchistic; (2) statesmen do and 
should think primarily in terms of their "national interests;" and (3) 
the dominant currency is and will remain that of military and 
industrial capabilities. Despite the telling critiques of Ernst Haas 
(1953, 1964) and others, not to mention the disastrous consequences - 
many of which are only now becoming apparent - of the super¬ 
powers' eager embrace of policies rooted in "realism," generations of 
students have been subjected to these arguments. This issue is still 
alive, with the contemporary version pitting neo-realism against neo¬ 
liberalism (Keohane 1986; Kegley 1995). 

We express this view for several reasons, the first of which is 
semantic. There surely is a more honest label for this perspective, 
including power politics, realpolitik, machpolitik, balance of strength, 
etc. More substantively, even if one could call idealism or realism a 
theory, we would need to articulate and then put to the empirical test 
some of the behavioral consequences of their premises, and many of 
those who bandy about these terms have, to date, failed to do so. 
Others, including ourselves, have done so, and much of the data-based 
literature turns out to address a variety of the relevant consequences. 
In sum, it is time to get on with the articulation and testing of rival 
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models and hypotheses regarding armed conflict and to move beyond 
the literary debate. 

Later in the book we present further evidence, but for the moment 
we can summarize the factors that make us question certain elements 
within the "realist" paradigm. First, it usually assumes the territorial 
state to be not only the single most dominant actor in the system, but 
also a unitary one driven by considerations of expected utilities for 
the state as an entity, rather than a coalition of varying cohesiveness 
each of whose constituents pursues its own parochial interests in the 
familiar stew of domestic and foreign policy interactions. Second, it 
assumes a degree of anarchy in the system that ignores the web of 
institutional, legal, and pragmatic constraints; these "regimes," while 
expanding rapidly toward the close of this century were by no means 
absent even as far back as the Congress of Vienna. Third, it down¬ 
grades or even ignores the role of ethical criteria in security decision¬ 
making; international history is full of cases in which moral 
inhibitions mitigated or even prevented moves that would violate, or 
appear to violate, domestic or international standards. And, fourth, it 
pays far too little attention to the importance of competence, rectitude, 
credibility, and legitimacy, all of which interact with material capabil¬ 
ities to make for a state's power, understood here as the ability to both 
exercise influence and resist influence attempts by others. 

Having said all of this, we have no intention of ignoring the 
theoretical implications of realpolitik and related orientations. As a 
matter of fact, we already have two excellent collections of rigorous 
and systematic articles that explicitly address such implications; the 
earlier is Correlates of War II: Testing Some Realpolitik Models (Singer 
1980) and the more recent is Reconstructing Realpolitik (Wayman and 
Diehl 1994). More significantly, both the speculative and the more 
systematic literature using formal models and/or data-based investi¬ 
gations are full of alternative and more diverse theoretical points of 
departure. Nor can there be much ambiguity as to our position here: 
we are not going into the investigation committed to any one 
particular explanation of war and then subject it to careful scrutiny. 
Rather, we pursue here a search for consistent empirical patterns 
(Bremer and Cusack 1995), and do so despite the opposing view that 
theory should precede empirical investigation. An early critic of our 
project described it as "count first and think second," but that phrase 
is no more helpful than its opposite of "fantasize first and examine 
second." 
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Merely putting these alternatives so crudely is to illuminate the fact 
that few of us ever follow one or the other of these extremes; most of 
us spend our research careers working both sides of the street and 
crossing back and forth quite frequently. We get general ideas from all 
sorts of stimuli and try to think of historical examples that support or 
question these ideas, and we encounter all sorts of facts and ask which 
generalizations they undergird or undercut. We doubt that our 
colleagues do it any other way. When we reconstruct our research for 
our readers, we may present it in extremis - from either the inductive 
or deductive side of the street - but we doubt if such reconstructions 
ever capture what we really do. 

Thus, it comes as no surprise if we confess that on the one hand we 
want to be very responsive to the empirical evidence generated by the 
data-oriented community of world politics scholars, while at the same 
time coming in with our own theoretical predilections. What might 
these latter be? As you might surmise from the above, our bias is 
towards the importance of realpolitik variables - but with questions 
as to their consequences. In studies reported in Correlates of War II, we 
find repeated support for the significance of system structure, relative 
capabilities, and geopolitical considerations, but we also find that 
these factors turn out to move the states toward war in certain 
contexts and away from war in others. Further, as we lay out our 
understanding of the decision processes by which governments deal 
with the issues that culminate in war or peace - or stalemate, crisis, or 
compromise - it will become apparent that we cannot completely 
embrace one or another of the contending models that dominate the 
literature. 


Ex post facto experiment, or international history 
as social science laboratory 

In our discussions so far, you have no doubt observed frequent 
reference to the importance of testing models and hypotheses against 
the empirical or historical evidence, but the rationale is by no means 
self-evident. To be sure, the objective is to generalize about world 
politics and interstate armed conflict, and it thus makes sense to 
examine these phenomena as they unfolded in the past. On the other 
hand, the global system and its relevant attributes are in a state of 
continuous change, thus making the system of the mid-twentieth 
century or the early nineteenth century little more than a rough 
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analogy to today's system, and far from identical. One implication is 
that we might be equally justified in testing our models in such other 
empirical domains as pre-industrial societies, labor-management con¬ 
flicts, or campus politics, and another is that there is no appropriate 
domain; every empirical domain offers at best a rough analogy to the 
global system of the present or the impending future. 

This is, then, yet another argument against the possibility of a 
science of world politics; not only are no two cases sufficiently similar, 
but the context for every case will also turn out to be different. On the 
other hand, if the world offered perfect similarity from one case to the 
next, life would indeed be less interesting, and if every interstate war 
arose out of identical circumstances, our research task would be 
simple. More seriously, it is the very mix of similarity and difference 
from case to case that makes it possible to compare them and then go 
on to search for generalizations. In any experimental design, the 
essential task is to "control for" several factors by holding them 
constant in quite a few cases while varying one or two at a time to see 
which combinations of factors lead to which specific outcomes. Such 
manipulation of our predictor variables is partly provided by 
"nature" in the sense of the configurations given by history and partly 
by the ways in which we set up our research design. And to reiterate 
our thesis here, the global/intemational system is an evolving one, 
with some of its properties changing slowly over time, others rapidly 
fluctuating, and still others remarkably constant over the decades and 
centuries. As long as we are aware of this reality, have figured out 
how to measure these properties over time and across regions, and 
control for them in our analyses, this is not a handicap at all. 
Conversely, such evolution offers an interesting scientific challenge 
and at the same time creates the opportunity to carry out the sort of ex 
post or historical experiment essential to the development of solid 
knowledge on matters of war and peace. 


Organization of the volume 

From what has been said so far, our objective is quite clear: to offer a 
coherent synthesis of research findings leading to an explanation of 
interstate war for the historical period since the Congress of Vienna; 
but our motivation is not merely one of scientific curiosity but of 
securing knowledge that might be applicable to the relevant future as 
well. Thus our attention to cross-temporal comparisons over the past 
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and our hope of coping with the developing system as it unfolds in 
the decades ahead. In pursuit of such an explanation, we reiterate that 
we build heavily on the results of prior data-based research - ours 
and that of our growing company of like-minded colleagues. But once 
again, a caveat. We will be strongly influenced by existing findings - 
some of which are abstracted in Jones and Singer (1972) and Gibbs 
and Singer (1993) - but, as noted earlier, these studies are far from 
perfectly convergent. And even if they were, we have lived through 
enough of this type of research to appreciate the ways in which it can 
go wrong. Thus, while taking second place to no one on the virtues of 
the data-based historical test of our theoretical models, there will be 
instances in which we come out disagreeing with some apparently 
solid and consistent findings; we need not apologize for this, but we 
will certainly try to explain. Sometimes the judgment will rest on 
reservations about certain aspects of the studies, sometimes we will 
conclude that the premises and reasoning of a formal model - or even 
a well-articulated essay - are more compelling, and with some 
frequency we will recognize the relative infancy of our science and go 
with the more intuitive judgment. We make these points explicit to 
counter the anti-scientific view that the scientific method is little more 
than rigid adherence to certain mechanistic procedures. Algorithmic 
computation is a virtue, but independent judgment of conflicting 
evidence is more virtuous still. 

With these points spelled out, we turn to the rationale by which our 
material is organized and presented. In addition to the approach that 
claims to have already identified the major factors in the etiology of 
war, there seem to be three general ways of organizing one's material. 
First is the listing of groups of variables - such as economic, geo¬ 
graphic, cultural, technological, etc. - all of which need to be consid¬ 
ered. Second is one or another version of the "process model," in 
which we begin with an evaluation of the factors that are furthest 
from the moment at which war is chosen or rejected, as in Bremer 
(1993b). From the distal to the proximate, we typically examine 
historical background, the state of the regional system, the capabilities 
of the protagonists, the precipitating events, the decision context and 
personalities, on up to the immediate conditions at the "moment of 
truth." However, only a modest effort has been made to link these 
background and ecological phenomena to the onset of war. The work 
of Russell Leng (1983, 1984, 1993) - focusing on recurrent crisis 
interaction - is a notable exception in this area. 
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A third approach is based on the “level of analysis" at which one's 
outcome variable is found. While much ink has flowed around this 
question (Waltz 1959; Singer 1961), there still remains plenty of 
ambiguity; sociologists continue to find out about "emergent proper¬ 
ties" of a system, political scientists are now bemused as to whether 
we should "select on the dependent variable," and anthropologists 
are far from closure as to how to most validly measure the attributes 
of a given culture. But for the purposes of this volume, such issues can 
safely be set aside; our task is simpler. Following the Overview in 
chapter 1, we begin with a brief chapter that lays out our views on 
decisionmaking - the process and calculation that serves to connect a 
complex range of background conditions into a policy move - and 
then go on to address what we know, or think that we know, about the 
correlates of war as it is found at four different levels of analysis. More 
specifically, we begin with a summary of the evidence that tells us 
what it is about territorial states that makes them more or less war- 
prone during the past two centuries (chapter 3). Moving up from the 
state level to that of the dyad (chapter 4), we then examine the 
evidence that allegedly makes certain pairs of states - whether 
contiguous neighbors or not - more war-prone, and others less so. 
Then in chapter 5 we do the same for regions, in that we compare the 
war-proneness of different geographical areas as well as the same 
ones at different points in their evolution. Finally, and perhaps most 
theoretically important, we turn to the interstate system from the 
Congress of Vienna until the present (chapter 6), and try to discover 
those periods and configurations that have turned out to be especially 
war-prone vis-a-vis those in which war occurred rarely or with lower 
levels of severity and magnitude. 

In closing this Introduction, we want to suggest that the cumulative 
growth of a science of world politics has been impeded by a wide 
range of social, political, economic, and academic conditions over 
which the scholarly community may exercise little if any control. But 
one factor that has hampered our progress - and over which we have 
considerable control - is the way in which we use language. In most 
cases, our terminology will conform with accepted current usage. In 
those instances where different definitions of a term have obscured its 
meaning, we will provide a specific definition for its usage in this 
book. All natural languages evolve and all professions develop their 
own jargon, but we will do everything possible here to maximize 
clarity, precision, and accessibility. 
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This volume is designed to provide an explanation of war in inter¬ 
national politics grounded on data-based, empirical research. The 
study is organized around research findings at the analytic levels of 
the state, dyad, region, and international system. Because wars follow 
from political decisions, two basic decisionmaking models - the 
rational and the nonrational - are examined in relation to the 
explanatory framework of the volume. In addition, case analyses of 
two wars - Iran/Iraq (1980) and World War I (1914) - are provided as 
demonstrations of scientifically-based explanations of historical 
events. The primary factors responsible for the onset and seriousness 
of both wars are identified and the explanations are developed 
according to the scientific model of "covering laws." The Conclusion 
presents a discussion of the potential for probabilistic predictions of 
conflict within the context of war and peace studies. 

Principal among the objectives of this book is an effort to generate a 
series of probabilistic laws drawn from consistent empirical regula¬ 
rities at multiple analytic levels. Such probabilistic laws may then be 
subsumed within theories that explain the underlying processes of the 
empirical uniformities. Wars in the two case studies - Iran/Iraq (1980) 
and World War I (1914) - are explained logically by inductive 
probability given the empirical regularities (probabilistic laws) 
derived from the data-based research. In other words, the two case- 
study wars are explained by inductive subsumption under laws of 
probabilistic form. We view such explanations as intrinsic both to 
scientific inquiry and to the development of empirically grounded 
theory. 
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Epistemology 

Methodology follows from epistemology. The procedures for devel¬ 
oping knowledge are a function of how knowledge is defined. Hence, 
a brief discussion is required on the epistemological foundations 
underlying the empirical analysis presented in this book. 

Empirical patterns 

A principal objective of scientific inquiry is to provide "explanations" 
of empirical phenomena. However, the definition of the term "expla¬ 
nation" and the criteria by which explanations are evaluated are not 
universally agreed upon. In conventional language, to "explain" a 
phenomenon is to incorporate it within a "cause and effect" sequence 
- or, at minimum, to locate it within a pattern of existential regularity. 
The philosophical issue of causality is an enormously complicated 
one, with the work of David Hume ([1748], 1894) perhaps the most 
influential attempt at specifying criteria of causation. Hume's three 
criteria for a causal relationship are: (1) constant conjoining; (2) 
space-time contiguity; and (3) temporal ordering. However, whether 
causality governs the phenomenal universe and, if so, whether such 
causal principles can be known are a matter of philosophical (i.e., 
ontological and epistemological) debate. Hume maintained that ex¬ 
perience alone and not a priori reasoning is the substantive basis for 
knowledge, though even observation (experience) is insufficient to 
demonstrate the operation of causal principles or even simple causal 
relationships. Rather, Hume argued that knowledge of associations is 
limited to the noncausal expression of the conjunction of events. 1 


1 Immanuel Kant ([1781], 1966) carried Hume's argument further. Hume maintained 
that neither pure reason nor sensory experience can establish causal relationships; 
Kant questioned the objective nature of causality itself. Kant maintained that human 
understanding is based upon the organizing and unifying principles of its own 
intrinsic mechanisms. We cannot describe the world as it is; we can only impart to it 
the form in which we perceive it. Reality is filtered through the a priori mechanisms 
("categories”) of human understanding, of which one such mechanism is the notion of 
causality. Thus the mind may go beyond the mere unification of sensory data; it may 
create a system of metaphysical illusions which tend to organize sensory phenomena 
according to principles which are beyond the mind's apperceptive machinery. In other 
words, apart from the inability of the human sensory apparatus to establish causality, 
Kant raises the issue of whether such a principle operates at all outside of the 
mechanisms of the mind. Kant ([1781], 1966:106-109) states this position in book I, 
chapter n, section 2.4, "Preliminary Explanation of the Possibility of the Categories as 
Knowledge a priori" 
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The Humean position on causality 2 is the dominant view in the 
empiricist philosophy of science (Guttenplan and Tamny 1971:344), 
although it is certainly not beyond dispute. However, to question the 
empirical demonstrability of causation is not to deny that the phenom¬ 
enal universe exhibits certain patterns or regularities. It is the prin¬ 
cipal ontological assumption of the scientific search for knowledge 
that such patterns exist and are discernible. To assume otherwise - 
that all phenomena occur randomly (i.e., without any order) - is to 
preclude scientific inquiry. This position on patterns is consistent with 
general models of scientific explanation based on either deductive- 
nomological or inductive-probabilistic forms of reasoning. Although 
there are substantive differences in the epistemologies of empiricist 
philosophers such as Carl Hempel (1966), Karl Popper (1959), R.B. 
Braithwaite (1953), Hans Reichenbach (1951), and Imre Lakatos (1970), 
all subscribe to the "covering law" model of explanation in one form 
or another. The epistemological foundation for the analysis presented 
in this volume is the covering law model of scientific explanation. 3 

Deductive-nomological explanation 
A deductive-nomological explanation is an argument employing 
universal instantiation which demonstrates that the phenomenon to 
be explained (the conclusion or explanandum phenomenon) is a 
consequence to be expected given the explanatory facts (the premises 
or explanans). The explanans are comprised of two statements: (1) a 
general assertion (or law); and (2) an assertion about particular facts. 
As Hempel (1966:51) notes, a deductive-nomological explanation is 


an argument with the following form: 

Ml/ ^2/* • •/ 

C\, C 2 ,. . Ck 

| explanans sentences 

E 

explanandum sentence 

where 

E 

= the explanandum (conclusion) 

Cl, 1^2/' • v L r 

= general law(s) 

Cl, C 2 ,. • ., Cfc 

= assertion(s) about specific fact(s) 


2 See David Hume ([1748], 1894) section IV, "Skeptical Doubts Concerning the Opera¬ 
tions of the Understanding." 

3 See Nicholson (1996: chapter 2) for a discussion of the concepts of scientific theory and 
explanation and for a comparison of the application of covering law models in the 
physical and social sciences. 
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This type of argument by deductive subsumption under general 
laws ("covering laws") is one form of scientific explanation. An 
example of the application of universal instantiation to a debate in 
world politics is as follows: 

Democratic dyads do not engage in war. 

State A and State B were democracies. 

.'. Dyad AB did not engage in war. 

Given the deductive form, the explanandum must be true if the 
explanans are true. 4 However, in scientific explanation the truth of the 
explanans is determined through observational evidence. In other 
words, the argument above may be deductively valid but empirically 
false, if either of the explanans is false. 5 

Universal laws 

Deductive-nomological explanations possess a structure whereby the 
explanandum follows logically from the explanans by universal 
instantiation. According to this model, an event is explained by 
subsumption under a universal (or "covering") law. The laws in 
deductive-nomological explanations must be statements of universal 
form which assert a uniform connection between aspects of an 
empirical phenomenon or between different phenomena (Popper 
1959:69; Hempel 1966:51,54; Braithwaite 1953:9). Both the expla¬ 
nandum (conclusion) and the minor premise (specific case) of the 
explanans are simply particular examples of the universal (covering) 
law. 

In sum, a universal law is a statement which specifies a set of 
conditions for a subject class that, if present, will invariably hold for 
conditions of any member of that class. Since scientific explanations 
based on the deductive-nomothetic model must not only possess 
logical (internal) validity but must also be true (possess external or 

4 Explanation and prediction are tightly connected with the deductive-nomothetic 
model. If there is a general law and a specific case or condition falling under the 
subject class of that law, then predictions of events which are subsumed under the 
subject class of the law can be established. For example, a prediction based on the 
previous deductive-nomothetic explanation would take this form: 

Democratic dyads do not engage in war. 

State A and State B are democracies. 

Dyad AB will not engage in war. 

5 See Russett (1995), Layne (1995), and Spiro (1995) debating this issue on the 
democratic peace proposition. 
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empirical validity), the universal law and minor premise of the 
explanans must be testable-in-principle. 

Probabilistic explanation 

Not all scientific explanations are of deductive form incorporating 
universal laws (Hempel 1966:58-59; Reichenbach 1951:233). The de¬ 
ductive-nomothetic model of explanation where the explanandum is 
invariably true given the truth of the explanans (which contains a 
universal law) is but one model of scientific explanation. Another 
form of explanation is probabilistic. In contrast to deductive-nomo¬ 
thetic explanation, with probabilistic explanation the explanandum is 
not deductively subsumed within the explanans. More specifically, 
with probabilistic explanations the explanans might be true but the 
explanandum false. In the probabilistic model, the explanans identi¬ 
fies a tendency or probability but does not assert a universal law, as in 
the deductive-nomothetic form. Hence, the explanans in probabilistic 
explanations implies the explanandum only with a certain probability. 
An example of the application of the probabilistic explanatory model 
to the debate over the democratic peace proposition is as follows: 

The probability of democratic dyads engaging in war is low. 

State A and State B were democracies. 

. [makes highly probable] 

Dyad AB did not engage in war. 

There are obvious similarities between the deductive-nomothetic 
and the probabilistic explanatory forms. Both models explain events 
by reference to laws. However, the deductive-nomothetic model 
employs laws of universal form, whereas the probabilistic model uses 
laws of probabilistic form. Deductive explanation implies the (internal 
or logical) truth of the conclusion with absolute certainty; probabilistic 
(inductive) explanation implies the truth of the conclusion only with a 
given probability. 6 

6 Explanation and prediction are also closely connected with the inductive probabilistic 
model. For example, a prediction based on the previous inductive probabilistic 
explanation would take this form: 

The probability of democratic dyads engaging in war is low. 

State A and State B are democracies. 

[makes highly probable] 

Dyad AB will not engage in war. 

For a discussion of the logic and philosophy of induction, see Swinburne (1974 
passim). See Nicholson (1996:35-37) on the issue of prediction in scientific theory. 
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Probabilistic laws 

A universal law is a statement which asserts a homogenic relation 
between different phenomena or between aspects of a single phenom¬ 
enon that holds for all examined, unexamined, past, present, and 
future cases. It also implies the homogenic relation for counterfactual 
and hypothetical conditionals 7 which cover all possible cases. It is this 
structure which provides explanatory and predictive power to uni¬ 
versal laws. A probabilistic law has a similar character. It asserts a 
probabilistic relation between different phenomena or between 
aspects of a single phenomenon that holds for any examined, unex¬ 
amined, past, present, and future cases. It also implies the probabil¬ 
istic relation for counterfactual and hypothetical conditionals which 
cover all possible cases. It is this structure which provides explanatory 
and predictive power to probabilistic laws. 

The distinction between universal and probabilistic laws resides in 
form and in the resultant logics which they reflect. The former is an 
assertion covering all cases under the specified conditions; the latter is 
an assertion covering a given percentage of cases under the specified 
conditions. These two forms of assertion are logically different and 
distinct, irrespective of validity or evidence (Hempel 1966:66). 

With deductive-nomological explanation the truth of the expla- 
nandum - based on the information contained in the explanans - is a 
logical certainty. With probabilistic explanation the truth of the 
explanandum - based on the information contained in the explanans - 
is not a statistical probability, but a logical (inductive) probability. 
Hempel (1966:67-68) argues that irrespective of whether or not a 
definite numerical (statistical) probability can be assigned to the 
explanandum, the support provided by the probabilistic law in the 
explanans is found in the logic of induction. 

In sum, the distinction between deductive-nomological and prob¬ 
abilistic explanations resides in logical form. Deductive-nomological 
explanations of events rest on deductive subsumption under universal 
laws; probabilistic explanations of events rest on inductive subsump¬ 
tion under probabilistic laws. It is logical form (and the weaker 
conclusions of induction) that constitutes the principal difference 
between the two types of explanation. 

7 See Guttenplan and Tarrrny (1971:327-328) for a concise description of counterfactual 
and hypothetical conditionals in logic. 
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Theory 

Empirical laws - whether of universal or probabilistic form - may be 
explained by theories that refer to structures and processes which 
produce the patterns described in the laws. Theories attempt to 
explain these patterns or regularities and to provide a more funda¬ 
mental understanding of empirical phenomena. Theories treat phe¬ 
nomena as manifestations of underlying forces that are governed by 
theoretical principles through which the patterns may be explained 
(Popper 1959:59; Hempel 1966:51,70). 

Theories contain theoretical terms (internal principles) which have 
no empirical referents. They also contain observation terms which are 
empirical entities or properties that the theory purports to explain, 
predict, or retrodict. The connection between theoretical terms and 
observation terms is made by correspondence rules (bridge prin¬ 
ciples). These rules cross the boundary between the unobservable 
structures and processes of theoretical terms and the empirical refer¬ 
ents found in observation terms. Without correspondence rules (or 
bridge principles), theories would have no explanatory power and 
would be untestable (Hempel 1966:72-75). It should be noted that 
theories may be of either deductive-nomological or probabilistic 
form. 8 


Epistemological critiques 

In recent years, critiques of empiricist epistemology have become 
more common. Much of this criticism flows from the philosophical 
school of "scientific realism" (e.g., Harre 1970; Bhaskar 1978, 1986). In 
the field of international politics, two of the more prominent propo¬ 
nents of scientific realism are Alexander Wendt (1987) and David 
Dessler (1991). The principal thrust of the scientific realist critique is 
that "empiricist" (Wendt 1987) or "correlational" (Dessler 1991) 
science is incapable of producing "causal knowledge" (Dessler 
1991:345). As Wendt (1987:354) argues: 

whereas the empiricist explains by generalizing about observable 
behavior, the realist explains by showing how (often unobservable) 
causal mechanisms which make observable regularity possible work. 

In Dessler's (1991:345) view: 

8 See Hempel (1966:68-69) for a discussion on this point and for examples of 
probabilistic theories. 
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causal knowledge cannot be captured within the confines of the 
deductive-nomological framework. Causal explanation shows the 
generative connection between cause and effect by appealing to a 
knowledge of the real structures that produce the observed phe¬ 
nomena, and it is this generative connection that gives the notion of 
cause meaning beyond that of simple regularity. 

This distinction between "causal" and "correlational" science attrib¬ 
uted to empiricist philosophy appears tenuous. The goal of Hempel's 
epistemology is to produce theory which explains empirical regularity 
in the most basic and fundamental way, utilizing unobserved entities 
and processes as mechanisms. Theory, according to Hempel (1966:75) 
is composed of "internal principles" (unobserved theoretical struc¬ 
tures and processes) and "bridge principles" (theoretical rules con¬ 
necting the internal principles to observable phenomena): "Without 
bridge principles, the internal principles of a theory would yield no 
test implications, and the requirement of testability would be vio¬ 
lated." Therefore, Hempel seeks in theory construction the use of 
unobserved structures and processes that will account for the ob¬ 
served regularities of the empirical world. 

Perhaps some of the basis for the dispute resides in the sequence 
presented by empiricists for the development of knowledge. For 
example, Hempel begins at the level of empirical observation, pro¬ 
ceeds to the generation of empirical (deductive-nomothetic or prob¬ 
abilistic) laws, and finally comes to the level of theory - explaining 
empirical uniformities on the basis of unobserved structures and 
processes. In Hempel's own words (1966:75-77): 

In a field of inquiry in which some measure of understanding has 
already been achieved by the establishment of empirical laws, a good 
theory will deepen as well as broaden that understanding. First, such 
a theory offers a systematically unified account of quite diverse 
phenomena. It traces all of them back to the same underlying 
processes and presents the various empirical uniformities they 
exhibit as manifestations of one common set of basic laws . . . The 
insight that such a theory gives us is much deeper than that afforded 
by empirical laws; ... for the laws that are formulated at the 
observational level generally turn out to hold only approximately 
and within a limited range; whereas by theoretical recourse to 
entities and events under the familiar surface, a much more compre¬ 
hensive and exact account can be achieved ... At any rate, the 
natural sciences have achieved their deepest and most far-reaching 
insights by descending below the level of familiar empirical phe¬ 
nomena. 
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In short, empiricist epistemology appears fully consistent with 
theoretical (i.e., causal) explanation based on unobserved structures 
and processes. In fact, this view of the development of knowledge 
insists on it. 9 


Levels of analysis 

The organization of quantitative, data-based research on factors 
associated with both the onset of war and its characteristics (e.g., 
magnitude, severity, duration, etc.) will follow a levels-of-analysis 
framework. Specifically, descriptions and evaluations of empirical 
findings on patterns and sources of war will be grouped on the basis 
of the analytic level of the unit of observation (i.e., unit level of the 
dependent variable). The levels of state (monad), dyad, region, and 
international system have been selected for this purpose. 

The level-of-analysis issue in the study of international politics and 
war was raised initially by Waltz (1959) and Singer (1961). Waltz chose 
to approach the subject in terms of war explanations drawn from the 
analytic levels of the individual, the structure of separate states, and 
the structure of the system of states, whereas Singer's discussion 
focused on the two levels of the state and international system, with 
the explanatory level of the individual subsumed within the state 
level. Moreover, Singer explicitly distinguished between studies ex¬ 
amining state-level (i.e., foreign policy) behavior and those studies 
examining aggregate patterns of behavior in the international system. 
In a later work. Singer (1970) speculated that state attributes, relational 
characteristics within dyads, and system-level attributes might 
combine in creating a potent source of war. 


9 Another epistemological debate involves the subject of paradigms in the study of 
international relations and the issue of incommensurability. For example, it is 
frequently maintained that the field of international relations encompasses three basic 
paradigms: political realism, liberalism, and Marxism. Holsti's (1985) analysis contains 
the implication that the paradigms are different and (to a greater or lesser extent) 
incommensurable. The issues raised in the broader debate include the testability of 
theory (i.e., can propositions only be tested within the context of their own paradigm), 
and the questions concerning the "explanation" versus "understanding" controversy 
(i.e., are there two distinct epistemological approaches to the study of international 
relations, one "causal" and the other "interpretive," or only one approach that melds 
the two). See Hollis and Smith (1990), Nicholson (1996), and Patomaki (1996) for 
discussion on these post-modernist issues. 
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War-prone states 

If all states do not act similarly in similar situations, then perhaps 
variation in foreign policies is due to variation in their internal 
attributes. 10 According to this logic, states with the same critical 
internal attributes will evidence similar patterns of foreign policy 
behavior, distinct from the patterns produced by states with different 
attributes. Examples of war explanations based on the internal char¬ 
acteristics of states would include Lenin's thesis that the structure of a 
state's economic system determines its war behavior and Kant's 
proposition regarding the inherent peacefulness of democratic gov¬ 
ernments. 

Specifically, Lenin ([1916], 1939) argued that states with competitive, 
profit-driven capitalist economies must pursue an expansionist 
foreign policy in order to secure access to new sources of raw 
materials, cheap labor, and external markets; a natural concomitant of 
an imperialistic foreign policy is conflict and war. Kant's ([1795], 1939) 
thesis that nations with democratic governments would be less likely 
to engage in war than autocracies - due to the involvement of the 
general population in war decisions and a reluctance to pursue a 
foreign policy bound to bring hardship and suffering on itself - 
incorporates a similar attribute-based logic. In short, these two exam¬ 
ples suggest that state-level attributes affect patterns of war: the 
probability of war initiation should be higher for states with capitalist 
economic systems than for states with socialist economies (Lenin); 
and the probability of war involvement should be lower for states 
with democratic political systems than for states with autocratic 
governing structures (Kant). 

The subfield of the comparative study of foreign policy was created 
jointly by the Snyder, Bruck and Sapin (1962) and Rosenau (1966) 
propositions regarding the relevance of the internal attributes of states 
to foreign policy behavior. For example, in addition to his discussion 
of the impact of individual (leadership) idiosyncracies, formal roles, 
and systemic factors on foreign policy actions, Rosenau included a set 
of dichotomous variables based on state-level attributes postulated to 
affect patterns of foreign policy behavior. The variables included: 

10 Many foreign policy (state-level) analyses (e.g., Rosenau 1966; Allison 1969) focus on 
the influence of individual idiosyncracies, governmental roles, organizational struc¬ 
ture and process, and bureaucratic politics in foreign policy decisionmaking models. 
The issue of decisionmaking will be examined in chapter 2. 
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geography and physical resources, or "size" (large/small); level of 
economic development (developed/underdeveloped); and type of 
polity (open/closed). Rosenau hypothesized that the "relative poten¬ 
cies" of his five factors (individual, role, governmental, societal, and 
systemic) on foreign policy behavior would vary according to the 
permutations of the three principal attribute dichotomies. Initial 
attempts to proceed with the comparative study of foreign policy in a 
systematic manner followed this outline (McGowan and Shapiro 
1973), but expansion of the salient attribute set followed rapidly 
The set of state-level attributes postulated to affect patterns of war 
is extensive. These include such diverse factors as population 
pressure, business cycles, national culture, internal conflict, election 
cycles, power status, number of borders, and level of militarization, to 
name but a few. 11 Empirical findings relating to war-prone states are 
presented in chapter 3. 

War-prone dyads 

War is a form of interaction between two or more states. In contrast to 
monadic-level studies, dyadic analyses permit the examination of 
relational factors for pairs of states that engage in conflict. For 
example, dyadic studies of war allow for the analysis of patterns of 
contiguity/proximity between contending states, capability differen¬ 
tials, paired regime-types, trade patterns, and arms races. In fact, two- 
party conflicts have constituted approximately 72 percent of all 
militarized interstate disputes between 1816 and 1976. 12 Therefore, the 
study of the war patterns of dyads and the factors associated with 
those patterns appears to be a promising level of analysis. 

One issue of importance involves the population of states in dyadic 
studies of war. For example, some analyses utilize the entire universe 
of state-pairs (e.g., Bremer 1992). Other studies focus on distinct 
subsets of the universe, such as major power dyads (e.g., Huth, 
Bennett and Gelpi 1992). A third option, arising from recent empirical 

11 For a discussion of the array of ontological, epistemological, and methodological 
issues raised by state-level analyses, see Singer (1961 passim). For a discussion of the 
reductionism of state-level explanations of international politics, see Waltz (1959: 
chapter IV; 1979:18-20, 60-73). See Buzan, Jones and Little (1993:102-113) for a 
synopsis of the related "agent-structure" debate in international relations. 

12 See Gochman and Maoz (1984:595-599) for distributions in both dyadic and multi¬ 
state dispute participation and for a description of the militarized interstate dispute 
database. 
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work, suggests the importance of a subset population defined by 
long-term conflicts. These conflict-prone dyads, or "enduring rivals," 
account for a disproportionately large amount of the violence which 
occurs in the interstate system. Two analyses by Goertz and Diehl 
(1992, 1993) note that long-term rival dyads are responsible for 
roughly half of the wars, violent territorial changes, and militarized 
disputes that occur in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. By 
another estimate 13 (Wayman and Jones 1991), enduring rivalries 
between 1816 and 1986 constitute approximately 8 percent of all dyad- 
years but account for almost 40 percent of the militarized interstate 
disputes which occur during that period. 

The observation that long-standing conflict dyads 14 interact differ¬ 
ently from either single-event dyads or "proto-rivals" (Goertz and 
Diehl 1992) has led to a number of empirical analyses on capability 
balances (Gochman 1990a; Geller 1993; Wayman 1996), on the effect of 
system structure (Huth, Bennett and Gelpi 1992), and on deterrence 
conditions (Huth and Russett 1993) for rival states. In these studies, 
enduring rivalries are treated as a "contextual" factor (Goertz 1992) 
which can affect the dynamics of arms races, deterrence, and war. 

Moreover, the impact of past interactions on future choices and 
behavior is noted in numerous areas of study. For example, game 

13 Multiple definitions of "enduring rivals" with widely varying criteria have been 
established for the construction of databases. For example, Wayman (1982, 1996) 
defines an "enduring rivalry" as any major power dyad which engages in two or more 
militarized disputes within a 10-year period. Diehl (1985), and Diehl and Kingston 
(1987) define a "major power rivalry" as any dyad involved in three or more 
militarized disputes within a 15-year period. Gochman and Maoz (1984) provide a 
rivalry data set that includes all dyads which have engaged in a minimum of seven 
militarized disputes during the period from 1816 to 1980. Jones, Huth and Maoz (Jones 
1989) design a database with more elaborate criteria - specifically, they stipulate that 
for an enduring rivalry to exist, the conditions of "severity," "durability," and 
"intensity" must be satisfied. These criteria cover, respectively: the minimum number 
of militarized disputes engaged by the dyad; the minimum time span between the first 
and last disputes; and the maximum time span between consecutive disputes. The 
databases constructed from these definitions and criteria vary in terms of total 
rivalries, number of dyads by power status, average number of disputes, average 
duration of rivalry, and number of wars. Goertz and Diehl (1993) provide a description 
of the various definitions and criteria used in constructing sets of enduring rivalries by 
Wayman (1982, 1996), Diehl (1985), Diehl and Kingston (1987), Gochman and Maoz 
(1984), and Jones, Huth and Maoz (Jones 1989), as well as an empirical comparison of 
the contents of these databases. Also see Goertz (1994:196-222). 

14 For a critique of numerically-based rivalry identification methods, see Thompson 
(1995). 
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theory suggests the importance of the distinction between single- and 
multiple-play (iterated) games in the selection of strategies (Nicholson 
1989:30). The coercive bargaining theories of Kahn (1962, 1965) and 
Schelling (I960, 1966) also assume that actions in prior confrontations 
and outcomes of prior confrontations influence future behavior. Sing¬ 
er's (1963) model of interstate influence explicitly incorporates the 
past behavior of opponents in the decisional calculus of strategic 
choice. The same logic is found in Leng (1983) who demonstrates 
empirically the effects of experiential learning through his analysis of 
dyads which have engaged in multiple disputes and shows that in a 
context such as this, decisionmakers tend to choose the coercive level 
of strategy based on the outcome of the previous confrontation. 
Leng's work on bargaining during extended crises also indicates the 
presence of learning patterns. 

These observations suggest that the analysis of dyadic-level pat¬ 
terns of conflict may yield important insights into the processes of 
war. Empirical findings relating to war-prone dyads are presented in 
chapter 4. 

War-prone regions 

Considerable variation exists among the regions of the world in terms 
of the temporal period of both state formation and economic develop¬ 
ment. The contrast along these dimensions between Europe, North 
America, and Latin America in one group, and Africa, the Middle 
East, and portions of Asia in another is striking. The modem Euro¬ 
pean-centered state-system is generally dated from 1648 with the end 
of the Thirty Years' War and the Congresses of Munster and Osna- 
briick which produced the Treaties of Westphalia. The boundaries of 
the state systems of North America and Latin America were essen¬ 
tially complete by the middle of the nineteenth century and, as in the 
European case, have maintained their basic political subdivisions 
through the end of the twentieth century. In contradistinction, political 
independence for much of Asia, Africa, and the Middle East occurred 
only after the collapse of the European colonial empires following the 
conclusion of World War II. Moreover, the older regional state-systems 
of Europe, North America, and Latin America have adopted predom¬ 
inantly democratic forms of government, whereas many of the states 
in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East exhibit more authoritarian 
political structures. This distinction has led some analysts (e.g., Weede 
1995) to predict a bifurcation of world politics between "zones of 
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peace" and "zones of turmoil." Other scholars (e.g., Rosenau 1990) 
foresee a period of turbulence and instability that will sweep the 
entire world arena as the traditional patterns of interaction established 
among the older state-systems are undermined through increasing 
contact with states and nonstate actors from the newer subsystems. 

Congruent with the pattern of early versus late state formation is 
the regionally defined temporal pattern of economic development. It 
has been argued (e.g., Wallerstein 1984) that international politics has 
evolved along with the gradual spread of the capitalist world 
economy. Those states that achieved high levels of economic develop¬ 
ment first (i.e., in Europe and North America) constituted a "core" 
which shaped the political and economic structures of peripheral and 
semi-peripheral areas (i.e., Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the 
Middle East). To the extent that political and economic structures of 
states influence foreign policy, then sharp regional variations in 
patterns of behavior should be evident. 

A third factor - strongly related to temporal period of both state 
formation and economic development - involves the distribution of 
capabilities by region. For most of the history of the modem state 
system, major powers have been concentrated in Europe, with the 
United States entering the central system in the late nineteenth 
century. Because economic and military capabilities constitute the 
foundation for interstate action, distinctions in regional patterns of 
behavior due to capability differentials may be evident in data 
analyses. It should be noted also that the "shatterbelt" concept (e.g., 
Kelly 1986) postulates a source of war through major power involve¬ 
ment and competition in less developed regions of the world. The 
Middle East, portions of Asia, and Sub-Saharan Africa have been 
identified as principal twentieth-century shatterbelts. 

Empirical evidence pertaining to war-prone regions is presented in 
chapter 5. The analysis will be divided between sections focusing on 
inter-regional war comparisons and intra-regional patterns of war 
relating to time, spatial heterogeneity, and contagion. 

War-prone systems 

The thesis that the structure of the international system determines 
the general patterns of state behavior (e.g.. Waltz 1959, 1979) rests on 
the simplifying assumption that all states react similarly to the same 
external situation. The structure of the international system creates 
incentives and disincentives for certain types of actions and is a force 
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that serves both to constrain and to induce specific forms of state 
behavior. This shaping of behavior occurs in two ways: through 
socialization (i.e., specifying appropriate norms of behavior); and 
through competition. 

Waltz (1979:79-101) defines the structure of the international 
system in terms of three characteristics: anarchy, functional homo¬ 
geneity of emits, and the distribution of capabilities. He argues that 
these attributes account for the general patterns of power balancing 
(through arms races and alliance) that have been evidenced 
throughout the history of international relations. Of the three attri¬ 
butes of system structure. Waltz (1979:161-163) maintains that the 
distribution of capabilities is the most important for explaining 
periods of international war and peace. He bases this statement on the 
observation that this characteristic (the distribution of capabilities) 
alone has varied over time. Anarchy and unit functional homogeneity 
have been structural constants throughout the period of the modem 
state system. Therefore, if patterns of interstate behavior change over 
time, the change must be attributed to variation in the system-level 
distribution of capabilities. 

According to this logic, changes in polarity, alliances (formation or 
configuration), and capability concentration 15 all should be associated 
with changes in behavior patterns (Singer 1961). Precisely what 
direction or form these changes should be expected to take in the 
frequencies or characteristics of war is a matter of debate (e.g., 
Deutsch and Singer 1964; Rosecrance 1966; Waltz 1967), but this logic 
has driven the empirical search for war-prone systems based on 
differences in the number of major powers, the extent and configur¬ 
ation of alliances, and the systemic dispersion of capabilities. 

The empirical findings on war-prone systems are presented in 
chapter 6. In addition to factors such as polarity, alliance, and 
capability concentration, the effects of other system-level variables 
including borders, Kondratieff economic cycles, war contagion/diffu¬ 
sion processes, nonviolent norms, and intergovernmental organiza¬ 
tion membership are also examined. 


15 The concentration of capabilities in the system and the polarity (the number of major 
states) of the system are different measures of the systemic distribution of power. 
Capability concentration is a statistical measure of the aggregate inequality of 
capabilities as distributed among all major powers in the system. See chapter 6, n. 6 
for an example of this type of measure. 
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Empirical patterns 

Below is a list of consistent and cumulative empirical uniformities on 
war that have been identified through quantitative, data-based 
research. These patterns have been drawn from a review of over 500 
empirical studies and are discussed in detail in chapters 3-6. 

■ Onset (occurrence/initiation ) 16 of war 

Factors increasing the probability of the onset (occurrence/ 
initiation) of war: 

Level of analysis: state 

• Power status (major power) 

• Power cycle (critical point if major power) 

• Alliance (alliance member) 

• Borders (number of borders) 

Level of analysis: dyad 

• Contiguity/proximity (common border/distance) 

• Political systems (absence of joint democracies) 

• Economic development (absence of joint advanced econo¬ 
mies) 

• Static capability balance (parity) 

• Dynamic capability balance (unstable: shift/transition) 

• Alliance (unbalanced external alliance-tie) 

• Enduring rivalry 

Level of analysis: region 

• Contagion/diffusion (presence of ongoing regional war) 

Level of analysis: system 

• Polarity (weak unipolarity/declining leader) 

• Unstable hierarchy 

• Number of borders 

• Frequency of civil/revolutionary wars 

16 The Correlates of War (COW) Project defines an "international war" as a military 
conflict waged between national entities, at least one of which is a state, and that 
results in at least 1,000 battle-deaths of military personnel. Unless otherwise noted, 
the following definitions apply throughout the book to these terms: 

War occurrence - A dichotomous variable indicating either the presence or 
absence of war for the unit of observation. 

War initiation - The war initiator is the state that started the actual fighting or 
first seized territory or property interests of another state. 
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■ Seriousness (magnitude/duration/severity ) 17 of war 

Factors increasing the probable seriousness (magnitude/dura- 
tion/severity) of war: 

Level of analysis: state 

• Power status (major power) 

Level of analysis: system 

• Alliance (high polarization) 


Case studies 

Two case studies - presented in chapters 7 and 8 - will be used to 
demonstrate the structural forces that influence the onset of dyadic 
and multistate wars. More specifically, the historical cases of the Iran/ 
Iraq War (1980) and World War I (1914) will be explained - scientifi¬ 
cally - on the basis of empirical uniformities established through 
large-scale, quantitative analyses. As Hempel (1966:68) notes, explana¬ 
tions of individual events may be provided through inductive sub¬ 
sumption under probabilistic laws, as well as through deductive 
subsumption under universal laws. These explanations will demon¬ 
strate that the cases of the Iran/Iraq War and World War I are specific 
instances of a set of patterns that have appeared in a much larger 
number of cases. 

The form of covering law model employed in this analysis involves 
explanation of an event as a result of the conjunction of a set of strong 
empirical patterns. The empirical patterns are not interrelated deduc¬ 
tively, but rather are treated as inductive generalizations which, 
additively, increase the probability of the occurrence of the specified 
outcome. In other words, an event is explained by subsumption under 
a set of intersecting probabilistic laws. 


17 Unless otherwise noted, the following definitions apply throughout the book to these 
terms: 

War magnitude - The sum of all participating nations' separate months of 
active involvement in each war. 

War duration - The length in months from the inception of the war to its 
termination. 

War severity - Total battle-deaths of military personnel in each war. 
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Iran/Iraq War (1980) 

The Iran/Iraq War of 1980 conforms to a set of probabilistic laws 
based on empirical regularities identified at the dyadic level of 
analysis. These two states: shared a common border (contiguity); had 
nondemocratic regimes (absence of joint democracies); were econom¬ 
ically underdeveloped (absence of joint advanced economies); and 
evidenced an unstable military balance (a capability shift in 1979 and 
a transition in 1980). Add to this the classification of the dyad as an 
"enduring rivalry" (based on the frequency of its previous militarized 
conflicts) 18 and the existence of an unresolved territorial dispute (over 
the Shatt al'Arab waterway), and the occurrence of dyadic war with 
initiation by the militarily superior challenger of the status quo (Iraq) 
was a high probability event consistent with a broad array of em¬ 
pirical war patterns. Although the nonoccurrence of the event is not 
precluded logically due to the inductive form of argument, neverthe¬ 
less the war may be considered "explained" by its subsumption 
under probabilistic laws. 

World War I (1914) 

World War I conforms to a set of probabilistic laws based on empirical 
regularities identified at the state, dyadic, and systemic levels of 
analysis. The states involved in the onset (occurrence) of the war were 
contiguous or proximate major powers (Austria-Hungary, Russia, 
Germany, France, and Great Britain); three of these major powers 
(Germany, Great Britain, and Russia) were moving through critical 
points on their power cycles; two of these major powers had an 
unstable capability balance (Germany and Great Britain had recently 
experienced a power transition); 19 three of these major powers lacked 
democratic political structures (Austria-Hungary, Germany, and 
Russia); and the international hierarchy was unstable with a declining 
leader (Great Britain). Add to this the classification of the Germany/ 
France dyad as an "enduring rivalry" 20 and the highly polarized 
alliance systems (Germany/Austria-Hungary and Great Britain/ 
France/Russia), and the occurrence of a war of enormous magnitude, 

18 See chapter 7 for a complete description of this rivalry classification. 

19 See Doran (1989) and Houweling and Siccama (1991, 1993) for pre-1914 major power 
capability balances and critical points. See chapter 8 for a complete description of 
these variables. 

20 See chapter 8 for a complete description of this rivalry classification. 
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duration, and severity was a high probability event consistent with a 
broad array of empirical war patterns. Although the nonoccurrence of 
the event is not precluded logically due to the inductive form of 
argument, nevertheless the war may be considered "explained" by its 
subsumption under probabilistic laws. 

Conclusion 

The summary at the close of the volume presents a recapitulation of 
the principal points and arguments found in the preceding eight 
chapters. The policy-oriented issue of the generation of probabilistic 
predictions of conflict in specific cases and the implications of chaos 
theory for prediction in this field are also discussed. As a final note, 
the element of human choice in war decisions is examined with 
regard to both structural forces and predictive indeterminacy, and is 
placed within the context of the development of the scientific study of 
war. 
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Introduction 

Wars follow from decisions. Therefore, any explanation of war must 
incorporate, explicitly or implicitly, a model of decisionmaking. 
Decisionmaking models are distinguished by their assumptions about 
rationality. The two alternative assumptions undergirding these 
models are, simply, the rational and nonrational. Nonrational models, 
whether focusing on psychological variables or organizational inter¬ 
ests and routines, maintain that decisions are frequently distorted by 
systematic perceptual, cognitive, or bureaucratic biases. Although the 
definition of "rationality" is a subject of both philosophical and 
conceptual debate, minimal criteria for an instrumentally rational 
decision would include the logical requirements of consistency and 
coherence in goal-directed behavior. Indeed, Singer (1981:14-15, 
1989a:14) notes that: 

the most important difference amongst the contending causes of war 
models is that of the foreign policy decision process. That is, each 
model . . . postulates a different set of decision rules . . . [A]ny 
explanation of war - systemic, dyadic, or national - must attend to 
the ways in which the putative explanatory factors impinge upon 
and are affected by the decision process. 

Nonrational models focus on psychological or bureaucratic factors 
associated with individuals or organizations and often require de¬ 
tailed information on specific people or bureaucratic structures and 
processes, whereas rational models offer the simplifying assumption 
that psychological or bureaucratic biases have little impact and that 
decisionmakers (or decisionmaking units) all calculate in more or less 
the same way. For example. Waltz's (1979:118) structural theory of 
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international politics assumes that "[decisionmakers] try in more or 
less sensible ways to use the means available in order to achieve the 
ends in view." However, Waltz (1959:232) also notes that while the 
structure of the international system influences the basic patterns of 
foreign policy, it may not account for specific events. Explanations of 
singular events may require the incorporation of elements located at 
subsystemic levels of analysis, including factors associated with 
decisionmaking. As Jervis (1976:17) argues, the external situation 
among the major powers of Europe in the early twentieth century 
would have led those states into war at some point in time, but 
decisionmaking analysis is required to explain why World War I 
began in August 1914. For this reason, the descriptive study of foreign 
policy decisionmaking has moved toward psychological or organiza¬ 
tional explanations of specific events in case studies, whereas the 
search for general patterns of war in the attributes of states, dyads, 
regions, or systems implicitly assumes a degree of uniformity in 
decisionmaking. In other words, accepting the simplifying assump¬ 
tion of rational decisionmaking facilitates the examination of other, 
nondecisional elements among the causes of war located at the 
analytic levels of the state, dyad, region, and system and permits these 
structural factors to be incorporated in a general explanation of war 
without reference to specific leaders or bureaucratic/organizational 
factors within governments. 

Singer (e.g., 1981:15,1989a:10-ll, 1992:270,1995:229), among others, 
is skeptical of the validity of a rational choice model of foreign policy 
decisionmaking. He argues that a more empirically accurate descrip¬ 
tion of governments and their national security elements depicts them 
in terms of coalitions and subcoalitions of individuals with different 
or opposing priorities. The priorities themselves may stem from 
individual self-interest, the parochial interests of bureaucratic organi¬ 
zations, or discordant conceptions of the "national" interest. These 
incongruent priorities often result in individual and group preferences 
for different foreign policies and there may be no coherent preference 
function for the decisionmaking group as a whole (i.e., Arrow's 
Impossibility Theorem [Olinick 1978:186-190]). 1 Conversely, in ra¬ 
tional choice theory the decisionmaking unit is assumed to have a 

1 See Bueno de Mesquita (1981a:12-18) for a rational choice theorist's response to this 
critique and Ray (1995a:144,149-151) for a discussion on the importance of the "as if" 
assumption of a single, dominant decisionmaker. See Farkas (1996) for an explanation 
(based on evolutionary models) of how collective actors, such as states, can behave 
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single, consistent utility function of rank-ordered preferences on 
which a choice will be based. 

Singer also discusses the occurrence of war as a result of a process 
of miscalculation. In one case (e.g.. Singer 1990:11), threats designed 
only to intimidate lead to a series of increasingly coercive and 
escalatory actions and counteractions until violence erupts; in the 
other case (e.g.. Singer 1958:passim, 1979:31-34), war is the result of a 
long-term process whereby some basic dispute or perception of 
external threat provokes a self-reinforcing hostility spiral between two 
states accompanied by increasing militarization, tension, and conflict. 
Although neither of these accounts necessarily falls outside of an 
instrumentalist rational-choice framework of decisionmaking, they 
nevertheless do emphasize factors that in a broader sense are "extra- 
rational" (Singer 1992:269-276). 

This chapter will discuss cognitive psychological models focusing 
on beliefs and perceptions as well as on group dynamics that affect 
cognitive processes, and will offer prospect theory as an example of a 
decisionmaking theory based on psychological principles which influ¬ 
ence the perception of decision problems. Organizational bias that 
results from bureaucratic routines or interests and which leads to 
nonrational decisions will be approached in terms of organization 
theory, with its focus on standard operating procedures, parochial 
interests, and limited capacity for innovation or change. Lastly, 
rational models of decisionmaking will be examined through an 
analysis of expected-utility theory - a formal model of rational choice 
under conditions of risk, based on the axiomatic principles of transi¬ 
tivity and connectivity among elements in a preference function, with 
expected-utility maximization as the basic decision rule. 

Nonrational models 

Decisionmaking theories based on psychological and social psycho¬ 
logical constructs can be classified dichotomously: one category 
encompasses cognitive psychological models that focus on an indivi¬ 
dual's beliefs, perceptions, and cognitive processes; the other category 
encompasses cognitive models involving group dynamics. 


rationally even though the individuals who comprise the actors do not follow the 
rules of rational choice. 
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Cognitive psychology: beliefs, perceptions, and cognitive 
processes 

Decisionmaking models based on cognitive psychology are grounded 
on the supposition that there are limits both to the cognitive abilities 
of individuals and to the cognitive efforts that will be devoted to a 
decision problem. The operative principle in such models is one of 
"cognitive economy" In other words, the complexity of the world 
requires the use of cognitive devices to minimize strain and to 
maintain a relatively simple, stable, and consistent set of beliefs and 
perceptions. However, maintaining a system of integrated beliefs and 
perceptions often leads to systematic errors and biases in the inter¬ 
pretation of information. For example, Jervis (1976:239) suggests that 
certain events in an individual's history are likely to create subsequent 
perceptual predispositions. An event will exert a particularly strong 
influence if it: (1) was experienced firsthand; (2) occurred early in 
adult life; (3) had important personal consequences; and (4) is 
unconjoined with other events offering alternative perceptions. 2 

Similarly, cognitive models predict that information that is emotion¬ 
ally exciting or vivid will be afforded greater credibility than infor¬ 
mation with more substance but less emotional impact (Kaufmann 
1994:563). Cognitive models also predict that information which is 
inconsistent with existing beliefs will tend to be misinterpreted or 
ignored because the restructuring of belief-systems comes at consider¬ 
able cognitive expense. This tendency varies with the importance of 
the belief in the individual's cognitive structure. Core beliefs are 
protected more vigorously than peripheral or instrumental ones 
(Kaufmann 1994:563). The foundation for these hypotheses is the 
psychological theory of cognitive dissonance and the resulting ten¬ 
dency toward dissonance reduction. Specifically, Festinger (1957:13, 
31) postulates that: 

(1) The existence of dissonance, being psychologically uncomfor¬ 
table, will motivate the person to try to reduce dissonance and 
achieve consonance. (2) When dissonance is present, in addition to 
trying to reduce it, the person will actively avoid situations and 
information which would likely increase the dissonance. 

Jervis (1968) offers a number of hypotheses on misperception based 


2 Jervis (1976:239-243) provides historical instances of this cognitive dynamic in the 
area of foreign policy decisionmaking. 
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on cognitive mechanisms that may bias foreign policy decisions. For 
example: (1) decisionmakers tend to shade new information so that it 
is consistent with their existing beliefs and images; (2) decisionmakers 
are likely to adhere to an established view rather than to explore new 
interpretations of events; (3) misunderstanding is likely when there is 
incongruence in the background of concerns and information between 
the sender and receiver of messages. In short, cognitive processes may 
seriously distort perceptions and bias foreign policy decisions in 
nonrational ways. 

Cognitive psychology: group dynamics 
Group dynamic models posit that intra-group pressures also can bias 
the interpretation of information and thereby influence policy choices. 
The underlying assumption of these models is that ego defense 
constitutes a principal force in human cognition. Stress and debili¬ 
tating emotions such as fear and anxiety also can strongly influence 
cognitive processes and may produce defensive mechanisms designed 
to avoid or minimize the emotional conflict and pressure. It is 
generally maintained that such processes operate only when decision¬ 
makers grapple with high-intensity choices that involve threats to 
critical values or trade-offs between values which cannot be attained 
simultaneously. In order to minimize the stress and negative emotions 
produced by such decision problems, small-group decision units will 
tend to distort information or simply deny the existence of value 
trade-offs or value threat. The greater the interests at stake in the 
decision problem, the stronger the bias in assessments of the situation. 
In short, the group-dynamic models suggest that critical decisions 
produce defensive avoidance of uncomfortable facts and result in 
reality distortion. 

Perhaps the best known analytic example of cognitive bias due to 
group dynamics in foreign policy decisionmaking is Janis' (1972,1982) 
“groupthink" model. Specifically, Janis (1972, 1982), Janis and Mann 
(1977), and Herek, Janis and Huth (1987) argue that defective decision¬ 
making (groupthink) results from a small-group dynamic to which 
crisis decisionmaking units are particularly susceptible. The indi¬ 
vidual-level ego-defensive mechanisms become reinforcing within the 
context of small-group deliberations and produce the following set of 
dysfunctional symptoms in crisis decisionmaking units: 

(1) Gross omissions in surveying alternatives 
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(2) Gross omissions in surveying objectives 

(3) Failure to examine major costs and risks of the preferred 
choice 

(4) Poor information search 

(5) Selective bias in processing information at hand 

(6) Failure to reconsider originally rejected alternatives 

(7) Failure to work out detailed implementation, monitoring, and 
contingency plans. 3 

Among the effects of groupthink on foreign policy decisions are a 
greater propensity for risk-taking and the creation of simplistic stereo¬ 
types of leadership groups in the opposing state. 4 

In sum, both the individual-level and group-dynamic cognition 
models suggest that foreign policy decisionmaking will not conform 
to standards of rationality, but rather will be biased in terms of 
information reception and evaluation as well as option selection. 5 

Prospect theory 

Instrumental rationality is usually defined in terms of a preference 
function governed by the logical rules of "connectivity" and "transi¬ 
tivity." 6 These elementary requirements of consistency and coherence 
in preference rankings form the basis of such formal rational choice 
models as expected utility. Indeed, expected-utility theory (e.g., Bueno 
de Mesquita 1981a) has been widely applied in the analysis of war 
decisions. However, prospect theory (e.g., Kahneman and Tversky 
1979) holds that psychological principles determine both the per¬ 
ception of decision problems and the evaluation of options, and that 


3 See Herek, Janis and Huth (1987.204-205) for a discussion of these symptoms. 

4 For an application of the groupthink model to deterrence situations, see Morgan 
(1977:60-62). 

5 Vasquez (1993:65) postulates that different "types" of wars will be characterized by 
different modes (nonrational or rational) of decisionmaking. Specifically, he notes that 
"wars of rivalry" (i.e., wars between states with approximately equal capabilities) are 
often preceded by a growing mutual hostility: 

This makes both sides willing to hurt and harm the other side as an end in itself, often 
with minimal regard to the costs. Conversely, wars of inequality are more likely to be 
governed by rationalistic cost-benefit considerations especially when viewed from the 
perspective of the initiator. Here decisions by the stronger to initiate war are more apt to 
follow the kind of cool, calm, and collected calculations described by expected-utility 
theory. 

6 In effect, the two rules mean that the decisionmaker has, at minimum, an ordinal 
(rank-order) preference function. See Zagare (1990:240-243) for a discussion of the 
elements of instrumental rationality. 
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these principles often lead to systematic violation of the rules of 
connectivity and transitivity. 

As Levy (1992a:172-173) notes, expected utility is a theory of 
decisionmaking under conditions of risk. The principle of expected 
utility states that decisionmakers are expected-utility maximizers 
when confronted with a set of risky options. In reaching a decision, 
the expected utility of each option is calculated in terms of the 
summed values of the outcomes multiplied by their probabilities, 
with selection based on the option that has the highest weighted sum. 
However, a decisionmaker's risk orientation (i.e., risk aversion, risk 
acceptance, or risk neutrality) will also affect choice. For instance, if a 
decisionmaker has a choice between two options of equal expected 
utility, where one has a definite (certain) outcome of 100 utility points 
and the other is a gamble with an expected utility of 100 utiles (for 
example, a 10 percent probability of winning 1,000 utiles and a 90 
percent probability of winning nothing), a risk-acceptant decision¬ 
maker will prefer the gamble, a risk-averse decisionmaker will prefer 
the certain outcome, and a risk-neutral decisionmaker will be indiffer¬ 
ent toward the two options. In dealing with risk orientation at the 
margins, expected-utility theorists assume a specific, stable risk atti¬ 
tude. As a case in point, when dealing with conflicts between major 
powers, Bueno de Mesquita (1981a:124-125) assumes decisionmaking 
risk neutrality or risk acceptance. Prospect theory, however, posits 
that risk orientations vary according to estimates of outcomes as 
deviations from a reference point. Specifically, it is posited that 
decisionmakers tend to be risk acceptant with respect to losses and 
risk averse with respect to gains. Moreover, prospect theory also 
posits that a change in the "framing" of the reference point can invert 
a preference order between options. 

Tversky and Kahneman (1986:123) use the phrase "decision frame" 
to describe the decisionmaker's perception of the options, outcomes, 
and probabilities associated with a given choice; moreover, they note 
that it is frequently the case that a particular decision problem may be 
framed in multiple ways. Although prospect theory holds that choices 
involving gains are often risk averse and choices involving losses are 
often risk acceptant (Tversky and Kahneman 1986:124-125), a simple 
restatement of a decision problem shifting the reference frame from 
loss to gain (or vice versa) produces an empirical shift in risk 
orientation among experimental populations. 

For example, consider the effects of framing shifts in this summary 
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of a decision problem posed by Tversky and Kahneman (1986:124) in 
an experiment: 

The United States is considering two programs for dealing with a 
new disease expected to kill 600 people. If Program A is adopted, 200 
people will be saved. If Program B is adopted, there is a 1 in 3 
probability that 600 people will be saved, and a 2 in 3 probability that 
no one will be saved. Which program do you favor? 

Tversky and Kahneman report that the majority response (72 percent) 
in this problem - for Program A - is risk-averse decisionmaking. The 
prospect of saving with absolute certainty 200 people is more attrac¬ 
tive than the risky prospect of equal expected value - a 1 in 3 chance 
of saving 600 people. The identical decision problem was then posed 
for a second set of respondents with a different reference frame: 

The United States is considering two programs for dealing with a 
new disease expected to kill 600 people. If Program C is adopted, 400 
people will die. If Program D is adopted, there is a 1 in 3 probability 
that nobody will die, and a 2 in 3 probability that 600 people will die. 
Which program do you favor? 

In this portion of the experiment, Tversky and Kahneman report that 
the majority choice in the second formulation of the problem was 
strongly in favor (78 percent) of Program D. This is a risk-acceptant 
selection: the absolute certainty of 400 deaths is less attractive than the 
2 in 3 probability that 600 people will die. In short, a shift in framing 
has produced a shift from risk aversion to risk acceptance in the 
valuation of the identical options. 

This example shows how the intrusion of psychological principles 
associated with the framing of decision problems might violate basic 
logical rules of connectivity and transitivity. 7 The issue becomes even 
more complex when one considers whether the reference point for a 
choice problem is set as the asset position at the moment of decision 
or at some previous point in time. For example. Levy (1992a:177-178) 
notes how choice problems in international relations often revolve 
around the framing of asset positions either in terms of the status quo 
or the status quo ante. The selection of the reference point as the status 


7 Zagare (1990:241) argues that even though the context in which choices are framed 
may in fact influence the order of an individual's preference function, rational choice 
models are not necessarily disrupted by this phenomenon. See Nicholson (1995) for a 
discussion of the significance of preference function stability to models of rational 
choice. 
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quo or as the status quo ante may alter the valuation of outcomes (as 
potential gains or losses) and thereby shift actors' behaviors between 
risk aversion and risk acceptance. 

Organization theory 

Organization theory contributes another nonrational model to the set 
of nonrational decisionmaking models previously discussed. 
However, organization theory does not depend on psychological 
factors to produce nonrational decisions, but rather focuses on organi¬ 
zational processes and interests that may run counter to rational 
policy. 

Perhaps the most widely known formulation of how organizational 
routines and interests can influence foreign policy is Allison's (1969) 
organizational process model as developed in his analysis of the 
actions of the United States before and during the 1962 Cuban missile 
crisis. Allison focuses on the influence of organizational routines (or 
standard operating procedures) in providing information, defining 
problems, and presenting options to decisionmakers. According to 
this model, decisionmakers nominally in charge of the massive 
civilian and military bureaucracies are in fact constrained in their 
choices by the operating procedures and parochial interests of their 
organizations. 

Allison's (1969:702) own summary of the effects of organizational 
process on decisionmaking is as follows: 

If a nation performs an action . . . today, its organizational com¬ 
ponents must yesterday have been performing (or have had estab¬ 
lished routines for performing) an action only marginally different 
from this action. At any specific point in time, a government consists 
of an established conglomerate of organizations, each with existing 
goals, programs, and repertoires. The characteristics of a govern¬ 
ment's action in any instance follows from those established routines, 
and from the choice of government leaders - on the basis of 
information and estimates provided by existing routines - among 
existing programs. 

These routines are largely fixed in format, impervious to short-term 
innovation or change, and are designed to serve the parochial interests 
of the organization. According to this model, the stronger the influ¬ 
ence of such factors, the greater the likelihood of nonrational behavior. 

A recent analysis by Sagan (Sagan and Waltz 1995:52-55) on the 
effects of the proliferation of nuclear weapons from the perspective of 
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organization theory 8 strikes many similar chords. He argues that 
decisionmakers intend to construct rational policies, but their infor¬ 
mation, options, and actions are shaped by powerful bureaucratic 
forces. Organization theory holds that organizations operate on the 
basis of: (1) limited (or "bounded") rationality; (2) routines and 
organizational rules rather than calculated decisions; and (3) self- 
interest and competition with other bureaucratic units. As Sagan 
concludes, to the degree that organizational processes and interests 
determine state behavior, "a theory of 'rational' state action is ser¬ 
iously weakened" (Sagan and Waltz 1995:54). 

Sagan's analysis of the prospects for peace under continuing 
proliferation of nuclear weapons - when viewed through the lens of 
organization theory - is disturbing. Sagan argues that the behavior of 
many new nuclear weapons states will be influenced heavily by their 
military organizations, and that the biases, routines, and parochial 
interests of these organizations will result in deterrence failures and 
accidental usage of nuclear weapons irrespective of strong national 
interests to the contrary. 

Rational models 

Procedural rationality 

Critiques of the rational actor model abound in the literature of 
international politics. 9 For example, Morgan (1977:78-79) discusses 
three conceptions of rationality (i.e., "perfect," "imperfect," and 
"sensible" decisionmaking) and concludes that governments gen¬ 
erally operate along the lines of the third (and least stringent) model. 
However, all three of these models involve, in varying degrees, a 
conception of rationality based on "procedure." Procedural rationality 
suggests that decisionmakers follow a series of steps for determining 
the selection of options in the pursuit of goals. Morgan (1977:80) 
describes "perfect," procedural rationality in this way: 

The perfect decision maker starts with objectives that are attainable; 
he does not pursue the impossible. To come to grips with a problem 
in relation to those objectives, the decision maker generates or 
obtains essentially all the necessary information about it, his re- 

8 Also see Sagan (1994) on this subject. 

9 This is particularly true with regard to deterrence theory (e.g., George and Smoke 
1974; Morgan 1977; Jervis 1984; Levy 1996). 
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sources for dealing with it, the alternatives those resources make 
possible, and the consequences and costs of each alternative. This in 
turn requires that the decision maker be able to define objectives 
clearly and rank them in order and degree of importance, so that 
costs and benefits can be weighed very precisely. From here the 
decision maker proceeds to a perfect decision - selection of the one 
best alternative that trades off gains and losses in the most satisfac¬ 
tory way. 

As Zagare (1990:239) notes, analysts who describe rationality in this 
way usually go on to demonstrate how actual human abilities fail to 
approximate the level of omniscience required by this model (e.g.. 
Verba 1961; Allison 1969). Factors impinging on perfect procedural 
rationality generally include misperceptions, psychological mechan¬ 
isms which bias information reception and option selection, emotional 
responses, and so on. Other analysts (e.g., Snyder, Bruck and Sapin 
1962; Braybrooke and Lindblom 1963; Hilsman 1964; Allison 1969) 
include organizational processes, bureaucratic politics, and domestic 
political pressures among the elements constraining procedurally 
rational decisionmaking. 

Instrumental rationality 

There is a second conception of rationality that is more limited than 
the image of procedural rationality. This is the concept of "instru¬ 
mental" rationality. According to Zagare (1990:240-243), a decision¬ 
making unit is rational in the instrumentalist sense if it has 
"connected" and "transitive" preferences across a series of outcomes. 
Connectivity is defined as the ability to compare outcomes and 
evaluate them coherently. For example, if a decisionmaker is pre¬ 
sented with two outcomes, A or B, connectivity implies that he will 
either prefer A to B, B to A, or be indifferent toward them (i.e., A > B, 
B > A, or A = B). An actor whose preferences do not conform to this 
rule of connectivity is not rational in the instrumentalist sense. The 
second rule - transitivity - implies that if a decisionmaker prefers 
outcome A to outcome B, and prefers outcome B to outcome C, he will 
prefer outcome A to outcome C (i.e., if A > B, and B > C, then A > C ). If 
preferences do not conform to the rule of transitivity, then they are 
logically incoherent and the actor is not rational in the instrumentalist 
sense. In essence, these two rules mean that the instrumentally- 
rational decisionmaker has, at minimum, an ordinal (rank-order) 
preference function. 
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It should be noted that the concept of instrumental rationality says 
nothing about the normative aspect of a decisionmaker's preference 
function. It merely states that the preferences are logically consistent. 
As Zagare (1990:242-243) observes: 

the instrumentalist does not presume to offer normative evaluations 
of an actor's preferences, however bizarre, reprehensible, or ill- 
founded they may be. For instance, consider a leader who prefers 
systematic genocide to the benign neglect of a minority population. If 
his actions are consistent. . . with this obviously repugnant ordering, 
he is rational by the definition of the instrumentalist. The reason is 
manifest: as a scientist, the instrumentalist is primarily interested in 
theory construction, not in judging the ethical, strategic, political, or 
moral basis of an actor's motivation . . . The question of what 
preferences and/or perceptions an actor should have is considered 
not particularly relevant for developing explanatory or predictive 
theories of behavior . . . The individual decision makers analyzed by 
rational choice theorists can be, at one and the same time, rational in 
the limited instrumental sense, and irrational in the sense of the 
proceduralist. Thus, to the extent that subjective interpretations of 
the world are built into the models of the instrumentalist, such 
models could also be used to describe the behavior of decision 
makers suffering from cognitive closure, selective perceptions, mis¬ 
information and so on. 

Rational choice models of international politics and foreign policy 
based on game theory and expected-utility theory are grounded in the 
concept of instrumental rationality. 

Rational choice: expected-utility theory 
Expected-utility theory has had wide exposure in the field of inter¬ 
national politics (e.g, Bueno de Mesquita 1981a; Bueno de Mesquita, 
Newman and Rabushka 1985; Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992). 
The foundation of the decision model is located in microeconomic 
theory which assumes that decisionmakers will attempt to secure 
through probability calculus the largest net gain available to them, 
based on a cost/benefit comparison of options, given the levels of risk 
associated with each outcome. 

Bueno de Mesquita (1989:144) describes the core of expected-utility 
theory in terms of five conditions: 

(1) Decisionmakers are rational insofar as they can rank-order 
preferences (rule of connectivity). 

(2) The preference order conforms to the rule of transitivity. 
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(3) Decisionmakers are aware of the intensity of their preferences 
(with intensity of preference constituting utility). 

(4) Decisionmakers consider options in terms of the probabilities 
associated with possible outcomes multiplied by the utilities 
associated with those outcomes. 

(5) Decisionmakers choose the option with the highest expected 
utility. 

This model can be placed in the context of a general decision problem 
of whether or not to challenge an existing policy (Bueno de Mesquita, 
Newman and Rabushka 1985:22-23). 

The equation for the expected utility of a challenge is: 

E(U) c = P s (U s ) + (l-P s )(Uf) 

where 

E(U) C = expected utility of challenging the policy 
P s = probability of successful challenge 
U s = utility of successful challenge 
Uf = utility of failed challenge 

The equation for the expected utility of not challenging is: 

E(u) nc =p,(i/,) + (i - p.mm + (i - p b )(u w )] 

where 

E(U) nc = expected utility of not challenging the policy 
Pjj = probability that the policy will not change 
Ucj = utility of the policy 

P b = probability that the policy will change with positive 
utility 

III, = utility of a positive policy change 
U w = utility of a negative policy change 

The overall expected-utility equation is summarized as: 

E(U) = E(U) C - E(U) nc 

As Bueno de Mesquita, Newman and Rabushka (1985:23) argue, the 
above equation demonstrates that it is rational to challenge an existing 
policy when the expected gains from the challenge exceed the 
expected value of inaction. 10 

10 For a general mathematical statement of this model, see Lave and March (1975:96) 
and Olinick (1978:218-219). 
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The most interesting application of this model is by Bueno de 
Mesquita (1981a) in an expected-utility theory of war initiation. In this 
instance, the challenge to an existing policy is military attack (initia¬ 
tion of war). Here, Bueno de Mesquita postulates that a necessary (but 
not sufficient) condition for war initiation is that the expected utility 
of victory should be greater than the expected utility of defeat. 11 In 
short, the overall expected utility of war initiation must be positive. 
The model is then expanded by incorporating the potential contribu¬ 
tions of allies to both the initiator and the target. Lastly, a number of 
propositions are derived from the theory - some of which are counter¬ 
intuitive (e.g., war should be more probable between allied states than 
between enemies). Bueno de Mesquita also provides an empirical test 
of hypotheses derived from the theory - using Correlates of War 
Project data from 1816 to 1974 - and reports strong empirical support 
for the model. 

However, expected-utility theory has been criticized both for impro¬ 
per application of rational choice assumptions in foreign policy 
decisionmaking and for the statistical evidence adduced to support 
the model. 12 The criticism has been particularly pronounced with 
regard to some of the operational indicators used to measure elements 
(such as "utility" by alliance patterns) in the model. Nevertheless, 
expected-utility theory remains one of the most important constructs 
in the analysis of war decisions. 

Conclusion 

It has been argued that both rational and nonrational models of 
decisionmaking have roles in understanding the causes of war. 
However, due to extraordinarily high information requirements, non¬ 
rational models of war based on psychological principles or organiza¬ 
tional interests and routines have primary applicability in detailed 
explanations of specific events. 


11 Also see Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman (1992) where in a game-theoretic framework 
both necessary and sufficient conditions for a set of foreign policy choices (e.g., 
negotiation, maintenance of the status quo, acquiescence without violence, capitula¬ 
tion following violence, etc.) are deduced and then tested through statistical and 
case-history analyses. 

12 For critiques of Bueno de Mesquita's theory of war initiation, see Zagare (1982), 
Wagner (1984), Majeski and Sylvan (1984), Nicholson (1987), James (1988), and Levy 
(1989b). 
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In contradistinction, rational models offer the simplifying assump¬ 
tion that psychological biases or organizational routines have minimal 
impact and that decisionmakers all calculate in basically the same 
manner. 13 For example, choice-theoretic models such as those derived 
from game theory and expected-utility theory both rest on the 
assumption that decisionmakers will attempt to maximize expected 
utility in their choices under conditions of risk. Predictions based on 
game-theoretic and expected-utility analyses have proven accurate in 
many instances, 14 and empirical tests of expected-utility models of 
war initiation using historical data have yielded impressive, though 
controversial, results. 

Moreover, the simplifying assumption of rational decisionmaking 
facilitates examination of other, nondecisional factors among the 
causes of war located at the analytic levels of the state, dyad, region, 
or system. In other words, by assuming that all decisionmakers 
calculate in the same way, factors involving state attributes, dyadic 
relationships, regional characteristics, or the structure of the inter¬ 
national system may be incorporated in a general explanation of war 
without reference to specific leaders or organizational processes 
within governments. Chapters 3-6 discuss the evidence of consistent 
and cumulative patterns of war as they relate to factors at these levels 
of analysis. 

13 One psychological characteristic of decisionmakers that has found its way into 
rational choice models is risk orientation (i.e., Bueno de Mesquita 1981a, 1989). 

14 Models based on expected-utility theory have been applied in producing forecasts of 
political events. An example of an expected-utility forecast of the outcome of the 
Persian Gulf Crisis (1990) is provided in Kugler, Snider and Longwell (1994). A list of 
published forecasts using this (and related) models can be found in Bueno de 
Mesquita, Newman and Rabushka (1996:appendix B). For an evaluation of the issue 
of prediction in foreign affairs, see Ray and Russett (1995). 
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Introduction 

This chapter focuses on quantitative empirical research relating to the 
war-proneness of states at the analytical level of the state. The 
distinction between the search for causal factors associated with state 
behavior at the aggregate level of interacting units (dyad/system) or 
at the level of the acting unit alone (state) was initially described by 
Waltz (1959) and Singer (1961), and elaborated by Waltz (1979). State- 
and subnational-level factors presumably associated with foreign 
policy behavior include governmental variables such as political 
system-type, the distribution of influence within regimes, bureaucratic 
characteristics, organizational processes, and electoral cycles. 
Economic elements postulated to affect the foreign policies of states 
include the structure of the economic system, business cycles, level of 
economic development, and the pool of national capabilities that 
constitute or contribute to military and economic power. The impact 
of many of these factors on state-level behavior has been explored 
through the comparative analysis of foreign policy utilizing the 
Snyder, Bruck and Sapin (1962), Rosenau (1966), and Andriole, 
Wilkenfeld and Hopple (1975) analytical frameworks. 

Issues surrounding rational and nonrational decisionmaking 
models have been discussed in chapter 2. As noted in that chapter, 
there is an extensive literature on the impact of psychological char¬ 
acteristics and cognitive processes of decisionmakers on foreign 
policy choices. In this area, factors such as perception, belief-system, 
cognitive dissonance, displacement, and the nexus between frustra¬ 
tion and aggression are hypothesized to affect patterns of inter¬ 
national conflict and war. For example, the impact of situation 
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framing (Pruitt 1965; Kahneman and Tversky 1979), personality 
(Holsti 1962; de Rivera 1968), small-group behavior under stress (Janis 
1972), and hostility spirals (Zinnes 1968; Jervis 1976; Leng 1980, 1983, 
1984; Leng and Walker 1982) on interstate conflict all involve indi¬ 
vidual- or group-level psychological/social-psychological dynamics. 
The location of the principal explanatory mechanism places these 
works in the area of decisionmaking theory and their application in 
accounting for patterns of war depends upon selection between 
opposing models of rational or nonrational choice in foreign policy 
decisions. Typical of the early studies produced in the area of nonra¬ 
tional models are those found in the collections by Singer (1965) and 
Kelman (1965). 1 

This chapter will examine the findings of a range of data-based 
empirical studies which identify a set of national and subnational 
factors associated with the war-proneness of states (references listed 
in appendix 2, table A.l). The research has been classified on the basis 
of the following principal categories: national attributes, regimes, 
capabilities, borders, alliances, and status quo orientation. Many of 
these factors will reappear in studies at higher levels of analysis. 
However, the compilation, review, and evaluation of evidence in this 
chapter will be restricted to empirical associations between attribute- 
based measurements of states (or subnational structures) and state- 
level patterns of foreign conflict and war. 

National attributes 

The quantitative cross-national analysis of the effects of national 
attributes on foreign conflict and war has moved across an extensive 
range of independent variables. For example, studies have focused on 
the size and density of populations, levels of economic development, 
characteristics of national culture, and levels of social cohesion as 
possible factors associated with conflict and war. However, with few 
exceptions, the findings do not indicate a substantive association 
between the attributes of states and their tendencies toward war- 
proneness. 


1 An extensive discussion of the issue of rationality in international politics is found in 
Nicholson (1992). 
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Population 

Although the size and density of a nation's population - and par¬ 
ticularly a growing population that threatens to outstrip available 
resources - has been used as a political justification for aggressive, 
expansionist foreign policies, the data do not support such a relation¬ 
ship. Singer (1972) and Bremer, Singer and Luterbacher (1973) 
examine population, geographic area, and war data (Correlates of War 
[COW] database) for the European state system from 1816 through 
1965 and report that the density of a state's population and changes in 
its density are unrelated to war. 

A broader approach to the question of a linkage between national 
growth and external expansion is found in the lateral pressure thesis 
of Choucri and North (1972,1975), and Choucri, North and Yamakage 
(1992). "Lateral pressure" is defined as the "extension of a country's 
behavior and interests outside of its territorial boundaries . . . and, in 
some circumstances, the extension of the boundaries themselves . . . 
The theory of lateral pressure is an explanation of the determinants 
and consequences of extended behavior" (Choucri and North 
1989:289). The basic thesis holds that an expanding population and 
developing technological base create an increasing demand for re¬ 
sources that may not be sustainable without external sources of 
supply. These resource requirements produce lateral pressure that 
may manifest itself in an expansionist foreign policy. When multiple 
states respond to lateral pressure by external expansion, conflicts over 
territories may develop, leading to increasing military expenditures, 
alliances, and war. The argument is similar to the Neo-Marxist (e.g., 
Hobson [1902],1954; Lenin [1916],1939) thesis of war as a result of 
expansionist (imperialist) requirements of capitalist economies. 
Choucri and North (1972, 1975) attempt to test their theory using a 
simultaneous equation model for six European powers (United 
Kingdom, France, Germany, Prussia, Austria-Hungary, and Italy) over 
the period between 1870 and 1914. Their findings indicate that 
national growth was related to external expansion, military expendi¬ 
tures, alliances, and war. However, the strength of the coefficients for 
the different measures varies substantially among the states in the 
sample, and the validity of a number of the operational indicators has 
been questioned (Levy 1989b). 
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Economic development and business cycles 
Levels of economic development have also been used as explanations 
for war; in this case, in opposing ways. For example, it has been 
argued that both advanced, capitalist states (e.g., Lenin [1916], 1939) 
as well as primitive, underdeveloped nations (e.g., Wright [1942], 
1964) are expansionist and war-prone. Here, too, the evidence is not 
supportive of either proposition. Richardson (1960) finds no statisti¬ 
cally significant correlation between levels of economic development 
and 300 deadly quarrels from 1820 to 1945. In two works involving 
Dimensionality of Nations (DON) data for 82 nations (1955) and 77 
nations (1955-1957), respectively, Rummel (1967, 1968) concludes that 
the level of economic development is unrelated to foreign conflict 
behavior. The East and Gregg (1967) replication of Rummel's initial 
study reports the same result. In an analysis of a possible association 
between phases of the business cycle and war initiation (COW 
database), Thompson (1982) examines the patterns of four advanced 
nations between 1792 and 1973 and concludes that expansion and 
contraction phases of a capitalist economy are unrelated to patterns of 
war initiation. 

War cycles 

Singer and Cusack (1981) examine the possibility of "war cycles" in 
major power behavior. They offer plausible explanations based on 
economic, psychological, cultural, and demographic factors, but argue 
that detection of a cyclical pattern of state-level war involvement 
would be an important social scientific contribution independent of 
explanation. 2 In their analysis, Singer and Cusack examine the war 
participation of major powers between the years 1816 and 1965 (COW 
database). Their variable set includes: war intervals (the years 
between the termination of one war and the onset of the following 
war); war outcomes (winner or loser); and war costs (severity, magni¬ 
tude, and intensity measures based on battle-deaths, war-months, and 
ratios of battle-deaths to war-months and battle-deaths to total popu¬ 
lation). The results of the study indicate no substantive evidence in 
support of the war cycle hypothesis. Other studies that test for 

2 Among the explanations for war cycles proffered in Blainey (1973:7-8, 91-93) are 
Arnold Toynbee's thesis of generational war-weariness and A.L. Macfie's trade cycle 
argument relating economic upswings to national moods of confidence and mastery 
over the environment and, hence, to war involvement. 
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national level war-to-war cycles in terms of either war-weariness or a 
positive reinforcement process include Singer and Small 
(1974:283-284), Bremer (1982:48-53), Gamham (1983:11), and Levy 
and Morgan (1986:46-47). The findings of these studies are consistent 
with those of Singer and Cusack (1981): there is no evidence of state- 
level war cycles, war-weariness, or positive reinforcement for war. 

National culture 

National culture is a factor that has been linked to foreign conflict and 
war, although the results of analyses in this area are mixed. 3 Three 
early studies (Cattell 1949; Cattell, Breul and Hartman 1952; Cattell 
and Gorsuch 1965) report the isolation of a stable factor of national 
"cultural pressure" that is strongly related to war involvement. The 
samples for these studies ranged from 40 to 69 nations for the years 
between 1837 and 1958. Rummel (1968) however, finds no substantive 
relationship between the psychological character of a population and 
foreign conflict for the 77 nations in his DON sample over the brief 
period between 1955 and 1957. 

Domestic conflict 

The search for an empirical relationship between levels of domestic 
conflict and foreign conflict or war has produced a sizeable number of 
quantitative studies. Rummel (1963, 1967) reports no substantive 
relationship between these variables in his two DON data sets (77 
states for 1955-1977 and 82 states for 1955 alone). A similar conclusion 
is reached by Eberwein, Hubner-Dick, Jagodzinski, Rattinger and 
Weede (1979) who analyze the foreign conflict behavior (World Event 
Interaction Survey [WEIS] data) of 125 states for 1966-1967 in terms of 
factor dimensions of internal protest, violence, and coups. Their 
results indicate that of the 37 percent variance in total external conflict 
that is explained by these predictors, approximately 34 percent is 
accounted for by population size alone when this variable is intro¬ 
duced as a control. 

However, Feierabend and Feierabend (1969), in a study of 84 


3 If religion is included in the category of culture, then it is appropriate to report 
Richardson's (1960:239) finding that "the C-T-B [Confucianism-Taoism-Buddhism] 
religion of China stands out conspicuously as being either itself a pacifier, or else 
associated with one." However, as Wilkinson (1980:119) notes in this example, 
although it is possible to identify cases of cultural disarmament, a pacifistic culture 
may invite aggression. 
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nations for the years between 1955 and 1961, find support for the 
linkage. Wilkenfeld (1969, 1971) examines evidence for the postulated 
association using DON data for a sample of 74 nations over the period 
between 1955 and 1960 and, additionally, subcategorizes his sample 
by regime-type (personalist, centrist, and polyarchic). His results 
indicate a set of positive relationships between domestic unrest and 
forms of foreign conflict behavior for certain types of political struc¬ 
ture. Using the same data source (WEIS), Vincent (1981) examines 
foreign conflict vectors of 128 states over the years 1963 to 1967 for a 
possible relationship with a factor dimension of domestic turmoil. He 
reports a statistically significant correlation between these two dimen¬ 
sions and concludes that the level of a state's internal stability may be 
a useful predictor of its level of foreign con fl ict behavior. Geller (1985) 
examines a set of domestic and foreign conflict variables (Com¬ 
parative Research on the Events of Nations [CREON] data) for 36 
states between 1959 and 1968 and concludes that nations exhibiting 
high levels of internal instability are more likely to engage in con- 
flictual foreign policies than are nations with lower levels of in¬ 
stability. In sum, the evidence for a linkage between domestic and 
foreign conflict is, at this point, suggestive but not conclusive. 

Interactive effects 

In studies examining the impact of “sets" of national attributes for 
interactive effects on foreign conflict and war, the findings generally 
have not shown a substantive linkage. Using WEIS data, Salmore and 
Hermann (1969) report negligible interactive effects on foreign conflict 
behavior for measures of size, economic development, and regime 
accountability for 76 nations between 1966 and 1967. Similarly, 
Rummel (1969) notes no statistically significant correlation between 
size, economic development, population density, political system- 
type, or Catholic culture, and foreign conflict. East (1973), using 
CREON data for 32 states between the years 1959 and 1968, reports 
substantive interactive effects for size and development on foreign 
conflict: large, developing nations had the highest percentages of 
conflict behavior, whereas small, developing states had the lowest 
percentages. However, Vincent, Baker, Gagnon, Hamm and Reilly 
(1973) report minimal interactive effects for a set of national attributes 
on foreign conflict. Finally, Duval and Thompson (1980), using WEIS 
data for 147 states between the years 1966 and 1969, conclude that 
population size, economic size, geographic size, military size, and 
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economic development are unrelated to proportions of foreign conflict 
behavior. 

Summary 

There is little supportive evidence of a connection between these 
national attributes and foreign conflict behavior or war. With the 
possible exception of the linkage between internal and external 
conflict, measures of population size and density, geographic size, 
economic development, business cycles, and national culture appear 
to be unrelated to monadic-level foreign conflict. There is also no 
evidence supporting a national-level war cycle hypothesis. The sole 
exception in the set of national attributes involves a possible linkage 
between levels of domestic and foreign conflict. Reasons for such a 
connection run the gamut from government attempts to divert mass 
discontent against external targets (e.g., Wright [1942], 1964), foreign 
intervention or attack on a state undergoing violent formation or 
transformation (e.g., Denton 1965), domestic violence resulting from 
an unpopular foreign war (e.g., Denton 1965), to a general systems 
theory proposition involving system tension and adjustment (e.g., 
Hazlewood 1973). However, a strong and consistent empirical associ¬ 
ation between internal and external conflict has not been established. 4 

Regimes 

A substantial body of evidence has accumulated on the topic of 
regime characteristics and war. While most of the research in this area 


4 In an essay on the causal connection between internal and external conflict, Starr 
(1994) lists deficiencies in this area of study in terms of theory, logic, and research 
design. He proposes a reformulated approach based on what he terms "the common 
logic" in calculations of decisionmakers who must "simultaneously deal with dom¬ 
estic and foreign threats to security" and suggests that explanations of the linkage 
must incorporate a decisionmaker's assessment of his "government's capacities and 
the distribution of capacities across other actors in the system, and how that 
distribution affects willingness to initiate violence" (Starr 1994:501-502). Starr con¬ 
cludes his essay by noting a study by Wallensteen and Axell (1993) which identifies 
the occurrence of 82 armed conflicts for the global system in the period between 1989 
and 1992, and he argues that a link between revolution and war is evident in 40 of the 
82 cases. In a provocative analysis, Gelpi (1996:36) presents evidence that only 
democracies initiate the use of major force in an effort to divert attention away from 
domestic problems, whereas authoritarian states become less likely to initiate the use of 
force when confronted with domestic unrest "as they turn their assets inward toward 
the task of forceful repression." Also see Levy (1989a) on this general subject. 
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has focused on the issue of the war-proneness of democratic and 
autocratic regimes, other factors that have been explored include the 
effects of government centralization, bureaucratic attributes, election 
cycles, and type of regime formation. The following discussion 
involves the impact of regime characteristics on foreign conflict and 
war at the level of the monad. 

Government centralization 

It has been hypothesized that the degree of government centralization 
will vary positively with foreign conflict and war. Wright ([1942], 
1964) reports that highly centralized governments are more likely war 
participants than are decentralized governments, and that the process 
of centralizing or decentralizing will also influence war involvement. 
Similarly, Gregg and Banks (1965), using data from A Cross-Polity 
Survey for 115 states for 1963, report that the stronger the degree of 
executive leadership the greater the tendency toward both diplomatic 
and violent foreign conflict. 

Bureaucratic attributes 

Brady and Kegley (1977), using CREON Project data for 35 nations 
covering yearly quarters (three-month segments) between 1959 and 
1968, examine the state-level hostility/friendliness balance (which 
they call "affect") in terms of a set of bureaucratic attributes. Their 
findings suggest that affect varies positively with the age of the 
bureaucratic organization, the extent of intra-governmental bar¬ 
gaining, and requirements for higher authority policy approval, and 
negatively with decisionmaking participation by the head of state. 

Election cycles 

The question of whether war involvement of democratic states is 
affected by election cycles is examined by Gaubatz (1991). Using 
COW data for war participations of democratic nations during the 
period between 1816 and 1980, he concludes that the frequency of war 
initiation by democratic states is unrelated to the phase of the election 
cycle, but that there is a significant tendency for these nations to enter 
wars during the earlier - rather than later - phases of their election 
cycles. Gaubatz suggests that the latter finding (lesser war involve¬ 
ment in the final phases of the election cycle) may be due to the 
leadership's fear of punishment at the polls as an election approaches. 

Evidence of a less extensive type - relating only to the United States 
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- is presented by Stoll (1984), Russett (1990a), and Nincic (1990). Stoll 
examines the use of military force by the United States in presidential 
reelection years (i.e., with an incumbent seeking an additional term). 
The temporal period for the analysis is 1947-1982, and the data 
sources on the use of military force are a combination of the events 
reported in Blechman and Kaplan (1978) and in the Strategic Survey 
(International Institute for Strategic Studies). Stoll reports a statisti¬ 
cally significant correlation indicating fewer visible uses of force in 
presidential reelection years (absent an ongoing conflict). 

Russett (1990a) explores a possible interaction between elections, 
economic conditions, and involvement in interstate disputes, with the 
analysis focusing on the United States for the period 1853-1976 
(Militarized Interstate Dispute [MID] database). He reports that 
participation in an interstate dispute "is more likely in the year of a 
presidential than a congressional election and more likely in either 
than in a nonelection year." He also notes that over 85 percent of 
presidential election years preceded by weak economic performance 
were accompanied by United States involvement in militarized dis¬ 
putes, whereas only 50 percent of nonelection years preceded by 
strong economic performance were accompanied by dispute involve¬ 
ment. Russett concludes that a combination of elections and economic 
performance affects United States dispute involvement. 

Nincic (1990) tests the more limited hypothesis that United States 
policy toward the Soviet Union was largely shaped by electoral 
considerations rather than by the nature of the Soviet threat. His data 
cover the years between 1955 and 1988, and he examines policy 
variables such as strategic spending, arms control agreements, and 
summit meetings. His conclusions indicate that in periods without 
impending elections, American presidents were less inclined to adopt 
confrontational policies toward the Soviet Union. 

State formation/transformation 

Maoz (1989) poses the question of whether the method of state 
formation/transformation (i.e., violent or non-violent) affects foreign 
conflict patterns. Using COW militarized dispute data for the years 
between 1816 and 1976, he finds a positive association between 
violent or revolutionary state formation/transformation processes 
and militarized dispute involvement: states formed through non¬ 
violent or "evolutionary" means tend to be less conflict-prone in their 
international behavior. 
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Democracy 

Of all regime characteristics, the issue of democracy and war has been 
the most thoroughly researched - at both state and dyadic levels. At 
the level of the state, the accumulated body of cross-national quanti¬ 
tative evidence suggests that democratic regimes are neither more nor 
less war-prone than other regime-types. Early studies by Wright 
([1942], 1964), Rummel (1968), Weede (1970), Russett and Monsen 
(1975), and Small and Singer (1976) all report that regime-type is 
unrelated to violent foreign conflict. However, Rummel (1983) reex¬ 
amines the question in terms of "libertarianism" and foreign conflict 
and concludes that the "less free - libertarian - a state, the more 
violence it engages in" (Rummel 1983:67). This study includes the set 
of all sovereign and independent states for the half-decade of 1976 
through 1980. In a later analysis dealing with the cumulative literature 
on the subject, Rummel (1985) reports (non-robust) support for this 
finding. Weede (1984) also reexamines the hypothesis using COW 
data for the years between 1960 and 1980, and reports that democracy 
and war involvement are statistically unrelated; moreover, he argues 
that the association discovered in the Rummel (1983) analysis is 
unique to that restricted five-year time period. Weede's results are 
corroborated by Chan (1984), Domke (1988), and Dixon (1989). Finally, 
Maoz and Abdolali (1989), using COW Militarized Interstate Dispute 
data for all nations for the years 1816-1976, report the absence of any 
significant relationship between regime-type and a state's conflict 
proneness. 

Gleditsch (1994) questions this conclusion following an examination 
of the frequency of democratic war initiations as distinct from war 
participations. On the basis of his coding of war initiators, Gleditsch 
(1994:14) argues that democratic states "would appear to initiate 
violence very rarely, if ever, but if violence has started in some form, 
they are not averse to intervening or [escalating] the dispute." 
Nevertheless, he concedes that his evidence rests on weaker empirical 
grounds than that which is supportive of the democratic peace 
proposition at the dyadic level of analysis. Ray (1995a, 1995b) takes a 
stronger position on the issue and argues that the evidence supporting 
the conclusion that democratic states are as war-prone as autocratic 
states is less convincing than is usually asserted (e.g.. Levy 1988, 
Gleditsch 1992). Ray cites studies by Haas (1965), East and Gregg 
(1967), Salmore and Hermann (1969), Zinnes and Wilkenfeld (1971), 
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East and Hermann (1974), and Geller (1985) all of which focus on 
"foreign policy conflict" and reports "strikingly similar findings, i.e., 
that democratic states have less conflict-ridden foreign policies than do 
nondemocratic states" (Ray 1995b:10). However, all of these studies 
use measures of foreign conflict which include actions other than war 
or militarized threats (e.g., protests, accusations, economic sanctions, 
diplomatic hostility, etc.). Nevertheless, Ray's analysis raises questions 
in the area of the "conflict-proneness" of democratic states (as distinct 
from patterns of war) that deserve further study. Evidence of a 
different type has been reported in a recent monadic-level study by 
Mansfield and Snyder (1995:6) who argue that states undergoing 
democratization "are more likely to fight wars than are mature 
democracies or stable autocracies." Their explanation for the statistical 
evidence suggests that democratizing states are belligerent due to the 
nature of domestic political competition following the demise of the 
previous autocratic regime: foreign conflict is used by elites to control 
the newly mobilized mass public. However, these findings have been 
questioned on the basis of the interpretation of significance levels 
(Weede 1996a) and improper research design (Enterline 1996). 

Summary 

Evidence regarding a connection between regime characteristics and 
war can be divided into two categories - regime attributes and 
regime-type. The former (attribute) category consists of factors inclu¬ 
sive of centralization, bureaucracy, election cycle, and formation/ 
transformation. Results in this area show consistent relationships 
between regime attributes and foreign conflict behavior. However, the 
imprecision of some of the concepts and the absence of replications 
precludes a substantive evaluation based on cumulative evidence. The 
case is quite different with regard to regime-type and patterns of war. 
Here, the weight of cumulative evidence reveals the lack of a sub¬ 
stantive connection between the form of government and involvement 
in militarized disputes or wars. At the level of the monad, democra¬ 
cies are as likely to engage in war as are states with other types of 
regimes. 

Capabilities 

The power-base of a state as a determinant of its involvement in 
international conflict is a principal component of realist thought. 
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Whether conceptualized as military capabilities alone, or as a broader 
set of military, economic, and demographic capabilities, the power- 
base of a state has long been considered to be an important factor 
shaping foreign behavior. While many theories of international con¬ 
flict and war focus on dyadic- or systemic-level capability distribu¬ 
tions, there remains a substantial body of literature dealing with state- 
level capabilities. Within the area of state-level analyses, studies have 
coalesced around the factors of power status, militarization, military 
buildups and the power cycle. 5 

Power status 

The earliest cross-national quantitative research on capabilities and 
conflict attempted to isolate possible differences in behavior between 
strong and weak states. Hence, the power status of nations was 
postulated to be a factor influencing conflict patterns. For example, 
Wright ([1942],1964) reports a positive correlation between state 
capabilities and belligerency. However, in a subsequent study, 
Rummel (1968) using the DON database for 77 nations from 1955 to 
1957 finds no substantive relationship between national capabilities 
and foreign conflict. In contradistinction to Rummel, Weede (1970) - 
also employing the DON data (for a longer time period of 1955-1960) 
and utilizing different operations in measure construction - reports 
that state capability is positively related to verbal foreign conflict. 

Two definitive studies on the subject of power status and war are by 
Small and Singer (1970, 1982). Using the original (1816-1965) and 
expanded (1816-1980) COW database. Small and Singer demonstrate 
that major powers are much more likely to engage in wars than are 
minor powers. Kohler (1975) examines the war behavior of 15 
"imperial leaders" at different stages of leadership (COW database) to 
answer the question of whether dominant nations become less war- 

5 The terms "power" and "capability" are often employed interchangeably, although 
they are not synonymous. "Power" includes more than material capabilities, com¬ 
prising the ability to exercise influence and resist the influence attempts of others. 
Moreover, different measures tend to produce different estimates of national capa¬ 
bility. Some studies use single indicators such as Gross National Product (e.g., 
Organski and Kugler 1980), whereas others utilize multiple indicators (e.g., Doran and 
Parsons 1980). Arguments for the use of multiple indicators are presented in Singer, 
Bremer and Stuckey (1972) and Bremer (1980). Various approaches to capability 
measurement are discussed in Moul (1989) and Merritt and Zinnes (1989), and a 
comparison of single and multiple indicator estimates is provided in Kugler and 
Arbetman (1989). 
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prone after the loss of hegemony, and he concludes that once- 
dominant states become more peaceful following the loss of their 
leadership status. Bremer (1980), also using COW data, contributes to 
the evidence on power status and conflict by reporting that nations 
that rank high on a composite index of national capability (CINC) are 
involved in a greater number of wars and initiate wars with greater 
frequency than do lower ranked states. Eberwein (1982) in a replica¬ 
tion of Bremer's (1980) study adds the finding that more powerful 
nations tend to use military force more frequently, and that power 
status alone accounts for over 60 percent of the variance in "joining" 
ongoing militarized interstate disputes. Lastly, Geller (1988), using the 
COW database on wars and battle-deaths, reports that major powers 
are more likely to fight severe wars (more than 15,000 battle-deaths) 
and less likely to fight moderate wars (between 1,000 and 15,000 
battle-deaths) than are minor powers, whereas they are equally likely 
to engage in small wars (less than 1,000 battle-deaths). 

Militarization 

Studies dealing with the relationship between the level of militariza¬ 
tion of a state and its foreign conflict behavior have also produced 
consistent findings. For example, Feierabend and Feierabend (1969) 
report a positive correlation between militarization and foreign con¬ 
flict for the subset of highly developed states. Similarly, Weede (1970), 
using the DON database for the period from 1955 to 1960 and defining 
"militarization" by the twin ratios of military personnel to total 
population and defense expenditures to GNP, notes a positive associ¬ 
ation between militarization and both verbal and violent foreign 
conflict behavior. Kemp (1977), using COW and Stockholm Inter¬ 
national Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) data for the years between 
1925 and 1939, also reports positive and significant links between 
state-level arms expenditures and international violence. 

Military buildups 

The evidence regarding military buildups and conflict does not fit this 
pattern. At the state level of analysis, Diehl and Kingston (1987) 
examine the rate of change in military expenditures (COW database) 
for a possible connection to the frequencies of dispute involvement 
and dispute initiation for a set of major powers. They conclude that 
military buildups do not affect a state's tendency to initiate or to 
become involved in militarized international disputes. 
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Power cycles 

A final category relating to the state-level analysis of capabilities and 
war may be found in the power cycle thesis. Doran and Parsons (1980) 
posit that certain critical points in a major power's cycle of increasing 
and decreasing capabilities (relative to the major-power system's 
capability pool) 6 are likely to be associated with both the onset and 
the characteristics (i.e., severity, duration, and magnitude) of its wars. 
They maintain that states move through a general, cyclical pattern of 
capability growth, maturation, and decline. The pattern itself results 
from differential rates of comparative economic and political develop¬ 
ment due to: state variation in size and resource availability; temporal 
period of industrialization; and differences in productivity/efficiency 
levels. Four points on the evolutionary curve of a state - termed 
“critical points" - are important because they present a disjuncture 
between a “state's interests and aspirations . . . and its actual capa¬ 
bility" (Doran 1983:425). Due to the shift in direction or rate of 
capability growth (lower turning point, rising inflection point, upper 
turning point, declining inflection point), the state must reevaluate its 
relative position, capability base, and foreign policy goals. Doran 
(1985:294) argues that the foreign policy stakes at these critical points 
are enormous - involving status, security, and power - and are 
therefore more likely to lead to war involvement. In short, the 
probability of war involvement increases for states passing through a 
critical point on the power cycle. 

For the initial study (Doran and Parsons 1980), capabilities are 
measured by an index composed of five material indicators, with the 
population inclusive of all major powers for the years between 1816 
and 1975. War data is drawn from the COW database. Doran and 
Parsons conclude that a major power's point on the power cycle is an 
important determinant of its probability of initiating war, involvement 
in war, and of the characteristics of the wars in which it engages. A 
subsequent study by Doran (1989) reinforces and elaborates the 


6 Doran and Parsons (1980:948, 954) identify critical points in a state's power cycle 
based on a state's share of the total resource pool available to all major powers at a 
given point in time. As a consequence, the share is a comparative property of each 
member of the set of major powers. However, as Houweling and Siccama (1991:643) 
note: "A critical point on a nation's capability trajectory is an absolute property of the 
nation concerned." Critical points, therefore, are classified as state-level predictors of 
warfare. 
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previous results, noting that 90 percent of major powers passing 
through a critical point on the power cycle engaged in war. 7 

Summan/ 

At the analytic level of the state, national capabilities - whether 
measured in terms of military capabilities alone or a combination of 
military, economic, and demographic variables - reveal strong and 
consistent linkages to foreign conflict. Most notable are the distinc¬ 
tions among nations in power status and war behavior. Power status 
has shown a relationship to the frequency of war, the initiation of war, 
and the severity of war. The level of a state's militarization also 
reveals consistent positive associations with violent foreign conflict. 
The exception to these findings involves the rate of military buildups. 
However, in this area the most relevant results pertain to dyadic-level 
arms races rather than to state-level increases. Lastly, critical points on 
a major state's power cycle appear to be strongly associated with both 
war initiation and war involvement. In sum, the evidence regarding 
the salience of state capabilities to patterns of conflict stands in stark 
contrast to the evidence on regime-type: at the level of the monad, the 
type of regime has little impact on war behavior, whereas the power 
status, level of militarization, and point on the power cycle all appear 
to substantially influence the probabilities of a nation's initiation of 
and involvement in foreign conflict. 


Borders 

Two basic arguments pervade the literature of international politics on 
the subject of geography as a facilitating condition of war. One thesis 
holds that proximity provides the physical opportunity for war: wars 
occur between bordering or proximate states because short distances 
provide the opportunity for violent conflict (i.e., proximity decreases 
the requirement of military reach). The second argument is more 
complex, suggesting that proximity structures the "context of inter¬ 
action" in such a way as to increase the probability of conflictual 
relations. In other words, proximity generates security problems and 
influences the perception of threats which may then lead to conflict. A 


7 For an application of power cycle theory to subwar crisis involvement, see James and 
Hebron (1993). See Vasquez (1993:118-119) for a discussion of the importance of 
leaders' perceptions in power cycle theory. 
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number of quantitative empirical studies have looked at these issues 
at the level of the monad. 

Opportunity 

The first perspective - that geographic opportunity (i.e., contact) tends 
to increase a nation's involvement in foreign conflict - is exemplified 
by Richardson's (1960) analysis. He concludes that there is a tendency 
for states to engage in wars in proportion to their number of borders. 
Similarly, Wright Q1942],1964) notes that "geographic frontiers" are 
often the location of conflict, and that peace may be promoted by the 
creation of buffer zones. Weede (1970) reports that his analysis, using 
the DON database of 59 nations for the years between 1955 and 1960, 
indicates a positive correlation for contiguity (number of borders) and 
violent foreign conflict. However, Rummel's (1972) 236-variable factor 
analysis for the years 1955 to 1957 produces ambiguous results for the 
contiguity hypothesis. The loading for number of borders on the 
foreign conflict factor is positive but extremely low. 

Context of interaction 

The second perspective - that proximity establishes a context of 
interaction which enhances the motivations for war - is exemplified 
by the work of Starr and Most (1976, 1978, 1983). They argue that 
proximity increases the perception of threat (e.g., Herz's [1959] 
security dilemma; Boulding's [1962] loss-of-strength gradient) and 
that the security context of such interactions is more likely to lead to 
conflict. In their first study, Starr and Most (1976) analyze war 
participations over the years 1946 through 1965 and find a moderate 
positive correlation between contiguous land/water colonial borders 
and new war participations. Starr and Most (1978) provide additional 
evidence in support of the hypothesis in their analysis of 34 states 
over the same period using a different set of statistical techniques. 
They report that the average number of borders is significantly higher 
for countries which exhibit a "high" war-count than for "low" war- 
count states. In a similar analysis conducted for the African sub¬ 
system, Starr and Most (1983) note statistically significant results 
indicating that African nations with a "low" border-count were less 
likely to engage in war than African states with a "high" count. A 
study by Midlarsky (1975) is also supportive of this hypothesis. He 
argues that there exists a direct relationship between the number of 
borders for a state and its decisionmaker's level of uncertainty, and 
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that uncertainty is associated with war. In his analysis of wars for the 
years 1815-1945 for COW Project central-system states, Midlarsky 
reports an extremely high correlation between the number of borders 
and the frequency of war. He concludes that - with a small number of 
exceptions principally involving common sea borders - almost all 
wars have begun across contiguous land borders or contiguous 
colonial extensions. 

In the most extensive study on a related subject, Siverson and Starr 
(1990) explore changes in the probability that nations will enter an 
ongoing war if they have a warring state on their border. Employing 
COW data for 1816 through 1965 (and with the nation-year as the 
basic unit of analysis), Siverson and Starr analyze 3,749 cases - of 
which 94 involve war diffusion. Their findings indicate that the 
presence of a warring border nation significantly increases the prob¬ 
ability of a nation's subsequent war involvement. Siverson and Starr 
interpret these results as supportive of the border/war-diffusion 
hypothesis by means of interaction context (i.e., alterations in environ¬ 
ment [violence] affecting the decision calculus). 

Summary 

The evidence on the issue of borders and war is consistent. 8 Irrespec¬ 
tive of explanatory model - physical opportunity or the context of 
interactions - there appears to be a substantive linkage between the 
number of borders and frequency of war at the level of the monad. 
However, as Bremer (1992:313) notes, these studies do not permit the 
conclusion that contiguity increases the probability of war between "a 
given pair of states [states that share a common border] because they 
do not demonstrate that the increased conflict involvement of states 
with many neighbors is directed toward those neighbors." This 
question will be examined in chapter 4 on war-prone dyads. The 
additional evidence relating to the presence of warring border states 
and subsequent war diffusion (involvement) conforms with the 
general findings on borders. 

Alliances 

States enter alliances for many reasons, both defensive and offensive. 
However, in general, alliances are engaged as a means of increasing a 


For a summary of the literature on geography and war, see Diehl (1991). 
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state's capabilities through external ties. Questions dealing with the 
conflict effects of opposing alliance systems, characteristics of alli¬ 
ances, and the extent of alliance in the international system will be 
discussed in chapters dealing with higher levels of analysis. In this 
chapter, the issue concerns the effects of alliance membership on a 
state's foreign conflict and war probabilities. 

Alliances 

Six analyses provide evidence of alliance effects on state-level conflict. 
In one of the first quantitative state-level examinations of the relation¬ 
ship between alliances and war. Singer and Small (1966) report that 
the greater the number of a state's alliance commitments, the greater 
and more severe its subsequent war involvement (COW database, 
1815-1945). Weede (1970) examines the relationship between the 
number of military treaties in which a state is engaged and its foreign 
conflict behavior. His analysis employs the DON database of 59 
nations for the years 1955 through 1960, and he reports a moderate 
negative association between the number of a state's military treaties 
and its verbal foreign conflict behavior. Kemp (1977) analyzes the 
possible association between state-level alliance patterns and inter¬ 
national violence (deaths resulting from violent activity). Using COW 
data for the years 1925-1939, Kemp reports a positive and statistically 
significant link between state-level military alliance and international 
violence. Siverson and Sullivan (1984) produce an extensive study 
including all war participations in the international system from 1815 
through 1965 (COW database) and their findings indicate no substan¬ 
tive connection between the number of a state's military alliances and 
its probability of war initiation, but do show a positive and significant 
linkage between the number of alliance ties and the probability of war 
involvement. Levy (1981) examines evidence regarding a possible 
connection between great power alliance membership and war over a 
period that covers five centuries and provides an interesting evalua¬ 
tion. From the sixteenth through the eighteenth centuries, over two- 
thirds of major power alliance engagements were followed by war, 
but in the nineteenth century, very few alliance memberships pre¬ 
ceded war involvement. In the twentieth century the earlier pattern is 
repeated: six of the seven major powers end up in war following 
alliance engagement. However, Levy regards any strong inference 
from this association as spurious, and argues that alliance engagement 
was only a response to the anticipation of impending war. Hence, he 
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concludes that alliance formation was not a principal causal factor in 
the onset of war. 

In a study dealing directly with the war-diffusion effects of 
alliances, Siverson and Starr (1990) examine whether the presence of a 
warring alliance partner substantially increases the probability of a 
nation's joining an ongoing war. Drawing on the COW database 
(1816-1965), Siverson and Starr analyze 94 cases of war diffusion and 
conclude that a state with a warring alliance partner has a significantly 
higher probability of subsequent war involvement than does a state 
lacking such an external commitment. They note that this diffusion 
effect of alliances (unlike the presence of warring border states) is 
most likely due to a deliberate process of policy choice. 

Summary 

At the analytic level of the state, there appears to be a strong 
connection between the number of alliances and involvement in war. 
Although Levy (1981:611) notes that alliances are frequently formed in 
anticipation of war and that, as a result the statistical association may 
be noncausal, the pattern is nevertheless consistent and cumulative 
and may be considered substantive. 

Status quo orientation 

The orientation of a state's decisionmakers toward the status quo 
might be expected to have a critical impact on the probability of its 
initiation of, or engagement in, foreign conflict and war. Specifically, a 
nation that is satisfied with the status quo would be expected to 
engage in war only if attacked, and to initiate war solely under 
preemptive or preventive circumstances. In contradistinction, a state 
which is dissatisfied with the status quo might be expected to initiate 
the use of force whenever circumstances are favorable and nonviolent 
means for change prove inadequate. This logic is found in various 
studies focusing on the behavior of major powers (e.g., Organski 1958; 
Organski and Kugler 1980; Gilpin 1981; Modelski 1983), but it applies 
to minor powers as well. 

Status quo orientation 

Two quantitative analyses provide some preliminary information on 
the effect of status quo orientation on foreign conflict behavior. Wish 
(1980), using CREON data for 17 nations over selected quarter-year 
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periods between 1959 and 1968, reports that a state's level of foreign 
policy hostility varies positively with the leader's desire to expand the 
state's territory (i.e., dissatisfaction with the status quo). Geller (1994) 
examines 43 rival wars which occurred between 1816 and 1986 using 
COW data, and notes that challengers to the status quo initiate 30 of 
these wars. Defenders of the status quo initiate 13 wars of the 
preemptive or preventive type. 

Summary 

Although little data-based evidence exists to date, the preliminary 
findings indicate that dissatisfaction with the status quo may be an 
important factor in patterns of war initiation and in levels of foreign 
policy hostility. Most explanations of war that incorporate status quo 
orientation relate the factor to the capability balance between challen¬ 
gers and defenders (e.g., Organski 1958; Modelski 1983). However, to 
examine the interaction of capability balances and status quo orienta¬ 
tion requires a shift to a higher level of analysis. This issue will be 
discussed in chapter 4 on war-prone dyads. 

Evaluation 

Many of the state-level findings examined in this chapter are based on 
comparative foreign policy studies. However, serious methodological 
problems tend to inhibit the substantive interpretation of the findings 
of this research orientation. Specifically, the CREON, WEIS, COPDAB, 
and DON databases utilize highly restricted temporal periods - 
ranging from one or two years in the 1950s to approximately 30 years 
in the post-World War II era. Restricted time periods may produce 
unrepresentative results, as is indicated by the profusion of contra¬ 
dictory findings. Moreover, many of these event-data studies employ 
"dimensions" of foreign behavior as their dependent variables. Mul¬ 
tiple ad hoc behavior categories are collapsed into dimensions indi¬ 
cating verbal conflict or cooperation and physical conflict or 
cooperation. As a result, the conceptualization of foreign behavior 
tends to be amorphous (e.g., large wars and small military demonstra¬ 
tions combined in a "physical conflict" dimension) and to lack 
comparability across studies utilizing different databases with differ¬ 
ent coding schemes. 

For example, the initial WEIS database (McClelland and Hoggard 
1969) was composed of 63 ad hoc categories of actions and responses 
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(e.g., praise, assure, express regret, demand, warn, break relations, 
destructive act, etc.). These categories were subclassified into 22 more 
general behavior groups (e.g., approve, promise, agree, reject, accuse, 
seize, expel, etc.). Lastly, the behaviors were grouped into six broad 
categories of verbal cooperation, cooperative action, participation, 
verbal conflict-defensive, verbal conflict-offensive, and conflict 
action. The category of "conflict action" included, among others, these 
specific behaviors: nonmilitary demonstration, military mobilization, 
cancel planned event, reduce international activity, destructive act, 
nonmilitary injury, and military engagement. The initial CREON 
database (Hermann, East, Hermann, Salmore and Salmore 1973) 
contained 35 ad hoc behavior categories that were collapsed similarly 
into broad measures of verbal cooperation, physical cooperation, 
verbal conflict, and physical conflict. The "physical conflict" category 
included such behaviors as force, demonstrate, reduce relationship, 
seize, aid opponent, and subvert. The initial DON database (Rummel 
1963) included 13 measures of foreign conflict. A factor matrix based 
on orthogonal rotation (producing uncorrelated factor dimensions) 
has the following measures loading highly on the "war" dimension: 
protests, threats, military action, wars, mobilizations, accusations, and 
number killed. Although the range of behaviors included in general 
categories such as "physical conflict" is immense, and the lack of 
correspondence between different data sets dealing with the same 
events is documented, 9 the careful utilization of the behavior cate¬ 
gories with foreign policy events data can produce conceptually 
meaningful results. 10 Nevertheless, substantive interpretation of con¬ 
sistency and cumulation in findings on war and militarized conflict 
drawn from studies using these measures is seriously hampered by 

9 A brief list of works dealing with the validity, reliability, and comparability of the 
principal foreign policy events databases includes Burgess and Lawton (1972), 
Burrowes (1974), Hoggard (1974), Howell (1983), McClelland (1983), Merritt (1994), 
Peterson (1975), Rosenau and Ramsey (1975), and Vincent (1983). Recent studies 
discussing statistical methods to compensate for misclassification and censoring 
errors in the construction of foreign policy events databases (Schrodt 1994), the use of 
artificial intelligence programs for events datamaking and analysis (Mallery 1994), 
and deconstructionist/hermeneutic analysis of events-data descriptions of inter¬ 
national interactions (Duffy 1994) have been funded through Data Development in 
International Relations (DDIR). For discussions of evolution in foreign policy 
analysis, see Neack, Hey and Haney (1995) and Hudson (1995). 

10 For example, see Goldstein (1991) on the subject of superpower reciprocity; Rousseau, 
Gelpi, Reiter and Huth (1996) on crises and the democratic peace; and Hensel and 
Sommer (1996) on rivalries and nonmilitarized conflict. 
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both the limited temporal periods of the databases and by the 
amorphous composition of the dependent variables. 

There is little evidence reviewed here that suggests a broadly-based 
link between national attributes and militarized conflict or war. 
Population pressure, geographic size, economic development, 
business cycles, national culture, and political system-type appear to 
be unrelated to state-level involvement in militarized conflict or war. 
Perhaps the strongest findings relate to capabilities and war - specific¬ 
ally power status, level of militarization, and position on the power 
cycle all appear to affect a nation's probability of involvement in 
interstate disputes and wars: major powers are much more likely to 
engage in war than are minor powers, and they are more likely to 
fight severe (high battle-death) wars than are minor powers; high 
levels of militarization are also positively associated with violent 
foreign conflict; and major powers passing through critical points on 
the power cycle have an increased probability of war initiation and 
war involvement. Although methodological difficulties also impair 
state-level studies of the effects of borders as well as alliances on 
foreign conflict, the cumulative evidence points toward a positive 
association between both the number of borders, the number of 
alliances, and the frequency of war involvement. Reinforcement of 
these general patterns can be found in the results on the war-diffusion 
effects of both warring border states and warring alliance partners on 
the probability of a nation's joining an ongoing war. Preliminary 
findings also indicate that dissatisfaction with the status quo may be 
an important factor in patterns of war initiation and in levels of 
foreign policy hostility. 
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Introduction 

This chapter examines quantitative empirical research that relates to 
patterns of foreign conflict and war at the level of the dyad (references 
listed in appendix 2, table A.2). Seven general categories of predictors 
are discussed in terms of the war-proneness of nation-pairs. Some of 
these factors have a substantial history in realist explanations on the 
causes of war (e.g., capability differentials, alliances, and arms races), 
while others have constituted cornerstones of liberal philosophy as 
elements associated with peaceful interstate relations (e.g., economic 
development, free trade, and democracy). Dyadic-level theory is more 
fully specified and elaborate than theory at the state level and as a 
result much of the current research in international politics is con¬ 
ducted at this level of analysis. In addition to the factors mentioned 
above, other elements included in this chapter that are postulated to 
affect the conflict patterns of nation-dyads include the proximity or 
actual contiguity of states, and the basic orientation toward the status 
quo as either challenger or defender. It should be noted that explana¬ 
tions regarding the effects of many of these factors utilize some form 
of decisionmaking theory (e.g., expected-utility theory) as discussed 
in chapter 2. However, as in chapter 3, the compilation and review of 
evidence will be limited to empirical associations between character¬ 
istics of dyads and their patterns of foreign conflict and war. 

Capability balance 

The relationship between capability distributions and war is a recur¬ 
ring theme in the literature on international relations. 1 Balance-of- 


1 Holsti (1991:158, 171-172) discusses changes in the conceptions of power over time 
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power, long cycle, power transition, hegemonic decline, and world 
economy theories all focus on the distribution of capabilities and 
shifts in these distributions as a principal factor associated with 
interstate conflict. At the level of the dyad, static (stable) and dynamic 
(unstable) capability balances can be analyzed in terms of static parity 
and preponderance, or dynamic shifts and transitions. 

There is an extensive body of work in international politics involv¬ 
ing the connection between static capability balances and war. At the 
dyadic level of analysis, two opposing theoretical positions have been 
articulated: "balance of power" and "power preponderance." 
Balance-of-power theory maintains that an approximately equal 
distribution of capabilities reduces the likelihood of war. This thesis 
rests on the logic that victory becomes problematic under a condition 
of relative parity and that the resulting uncertainty enhances deter¬ 
rence and discourages aggression. A capability imbalance (i.e., pre¬ 
ponderance) will tend to support aggression and weaken deterrence 
by increasing the probability for the successful use of force by the 
stronger state (e.g., Wright [1942], 1964; Waltz 1979). 

This logic is rejected by the power preponderance theorists. Their 
thesis holds that the probability of war increases under a condition of 
relative parity. The logic of this position is that the likelihood of war is 
greatest when both sides see a prospect for victory, and that this 
condition is met when parity characterizes the balance. With the 
alternative capability distribution - preponderance - the weaker 
cannot afford to fight and the stronger usually does not have to in 
order to achieve its goals (e.g., Blainey 1973). 2 

An interesting corollary to the basic preponderance logic is offered 
by the power transition theorists who maintain that dynamic as well 
as static capability distributions are related to war. For example, 
Organski (1958), Organski and Kugler (1980), Gilpin (1981), Modelski 
(1983), and Thompson (1988) all focus on shifting capability distribu¬ 
tions as a principal factor in the wars which shape the hierarchy of the 
international system. The general thesis suggests that great power 
wars are the result of unstable capability balances: the erosion of a 
dominant nation's relative capability advantage as a consequence of a 


and how, from the nineteenth century on, power calculations increasingly concen¬ 
trated on relative military capabilities. 

2 Wagner (1994), in a formal mathematical analysis, notes that each of these contra¬ 
dictory propositions (i.e., war is less likely if power is distributed equally / war is less 
likely if power is distributed unequally) is derivable from a plausible set of premises. 
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challenger's rising power trajectory increases the probability of con¬ 
flict. This logic appears in the configuration of hegemonic decline 
(Gilpin), long cycle (Modelski), and power transition (Organski) 
theories. All of these formulations focus on a mechanism for war in 
the operation of dynamic capability distributions which lead away 
from preponderance and toward equality. 

The basic arguments of Organski, Gilpin, and Modelski have been 
supplemented by studies by Levy (1987) on preventive war, Wayman 
(1996) on power shifts, and Gochman (1990a) on rapid capability 
convergence and divergence. Conceptually, dynamic capability bal¬ 
ances can be divided into two categories: shifts (capability con¬ 
vergence or divergence) or transitions (a reversal of relative capability 
position). At the level of the dyad, factors internal to nations which 
lead to changes in capability balances include those associated with 
development (e.g., industrialization, urbanization, technological 
advance, resource reallocation) and those associated with decay (e.g., 
decreasing investment, lower productivity, corruption). These pro¬ 
cesses influence the differential capability growth rates between 
rising and declining nations and result in capability shifts and 
transitions. Intricate explanations as to why dyadic capability shifts 
may produce conflict can be found in Levy (1987) and Wayman 
(1996). Most simply, however, either the possibility of advancing 
national interests or a growing perception of threat to those interests 
may be generated by closure or transition in relative capabilities 
among nations. 3 

Most theories of international conflict and strategic interaction are 
based on assumptions of rationality. Typically these explanations also 
incorporate decisionmaker estimates of the relative capability balance 
between belligerents. Indeed, many studies demonstrating an em¬ 
pirical connection between war initiation and subsequent victory 
interpret the association as evidence reinforcing the rationality as¬ 
sumption: war initiators calculated the capability differentials and 
expected to win (e.g., Singer 1972; Bueno de Mesquita 1978, 1981a; 
Small and Singer 1982; Wang and Ray 1994). 

For example, if weaker states initiate wars against stronger states, it 
should be under conditions of relative parity (where contextual battle- 

3 Summaries of theoretical and empirical issues involving the effects of static and 
dynamic capability balances on dyadic-level patterns of dispute initiation/escalation 
and war can be found in Maoz (1993) and Siverson and Miller (1993). Also see Kugler 
and Lemke (1996 passim). 
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field factors or first-strike advantages might seem to provide a 
decisive edge) or in response to a shift or transition (where capability 
closure [shift] or loss of position [transition] provide either a new 
option resulting from convergence or increasing pressure to preempt 
before further loss of position is sustained). In sum, these arguments 
suggest that static and dynamic capability differentials may evidence 
not only empirical association with the occurrence of war but with the 
identity of the war initiator as well. 4 

Preponderance and war 

Balance-of-power theory (e.g., Claude 1962; Wright [1942], 1964; Waltz 
1979) posits that the likelihood of war increases among disputants if 
one side possesses preponderant capabilities. Moreover, it is sug¬ 
gested (implicitly or explicitly) that the more powerful state will be 
the war initiator. At least partial evidence in support of the initiation 
hypothesis is found in Bueno de Mesquita (1980), who reports that 
initiators of interstate wars (COW data 1816-1974) are approximately 
twice as likely to be stronger than their targets. Although Bueno de 
Mesquita notes that expected-utility theory produces even more 
impressive results than a simple comparison of capabilities, he 
records that the capability-balance results are statistically significant. 
Siverson and Tennefoss (1984) also provide evidence in support of the 
basic hypothesis. Using data for the years 1815 through 1965, they 
examine both the initiation and escalation of international conflicts. 
Their dyadic-level findings suggest support for balance-of-power 
theory: few disputes among major powers (presumably equal in 


4 The risk orientation of decisionmakers is an element that logically impacts on the 
relationship between power distributions and war (Bueno de Mesquita 1981a, 1989). 
When dealing with conflicts between major powers, for example, Bueno de Mesquita 
(1981a:124-125) assumes decisionmaking risk neutrality or risk acceptance. Prospect 
theory (Kahneman and Tversky 1979) has been proposed as an alternative to expected 
utility as a theory of foreign policy decisionmaking under conditions of risk (Levy 
1992a, 1992b). Prospect theory differs from expected-utility theory in positing that risk 
orientations vary according to estimates of outcomes as deviations (gains or losses) 
from a reference point. Specifically, it is hypothesized that individuals tend to be risk 
acceptant with respect to losses and risk averse with respect to gains. Regarding both 
theories, the introduction of the risk-orientation variable creates extraordinary 
measurement problems (Levy 1989b:234), especially in studies dealing with large 
populations over extended temporal periods. Within the expected-utility context, a 
simplifying assumption for large population studies is to posit that risk orientation at 
the margins conforms to a normal distribution, with risk-neutrality as the central 
tendency. See chapter 2, pp. 36-39, on this subject. 


71 



Nations at war 


capabilities) escalated to mutual military action, whereas a much 
higher proportion of conflicts initiated by major powers against minor 
powers escalated to reciprocated military action. However, they also 
note that approximately 19 percent of the total conflicts involved 
minor power initiation against stronger states, and that over 25 
percent of these escalated to the mutual use of force. 

Equality and war 

A greater number of empirical research studies provide evidence 
supportive of the parity and war hypothesis. An early study by 
Mihalka (1976), using COW data for the years between 1816 and 1970, 
indicates that the probability of a confrontation escalating to the level 
of military violence was significantly lower when the capability 
differentials between the disputants was high. More evidence suppor¬ 
tive of the parity and war hypothesis is provided in a study by 
Garnham (1976a). Comparing "lethal" with "non-lethal" dyads for 
the years 1969-1973, Garnham reports that relative parity is associated 
with violence irrespective of whether power is measured by a compo¬ 
site capability index or by separate indicators. Weede (1976), em¬ 
ploying COW and SIPRI data on contiguous Asian dyads for the years 
1950-1969, concludes that war was much less frequent under a 
condition of overwhelming preponderance than in its absence. 
Mandel (1980) examines interstate border disputes for the years 
between 1945 and 1974 with Managing Interstate Conflict (MIC) data 
and reaches a conclusion consistent with that of Mihalka, Garnham, 
and Weede: violent border disputes were more likely to occur under a 
condition of relative parity in capabilities. Moul (1988), focusing on 
patterns of dispute escalation among the European great powers 
(COW database 1816-1939), reports that over 50 percent of the 
disputes under a condition of relative parity escalated to war, as 
opposed to a less than 3 percent escalation rate under an unequal 
distribution of capabilities. Kim (1991) also examines great power 
wars (COW database 1816-1975) and reports that the probability of 
war for major power dyads whose capabilities (including alliances) 
were equal is more than double the probability for dyads whose 
capabilities were unequal. 

In an expanded analysis, Kim (1996) examines the interaction of 
dyadic capability balances, status quo orientation, and alliance rela¬ 
tionships among great powers for the period from the Peace of 
Westphalia in 1648 to 1975. His findings indicate that basic equality in 
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capabilities between great powers and dissatisfied challengers in¬ 
creases the probability of the onset of war. In the most comprehensive 
study to date, Bremer (1992) analyzes all dyads in the interstate 
system present in the COW database (202,778 nondirectional dyad- 
years) for the period between 1816 and 1965. Relative capability was 
determined by CINC (composite index of national capability) scores 
using the COW material capabilities data set. Bremer concludes that 
war is about 33 percent more likely in dyads with small or medium 
differences in relative capabilities than in dyads with large capability 
differentials. Lastly, Geller (1993) examines dispute-to-dispute war 
probabilities for a set of 29 enduring dyadic rivalries (COW database 
1816-1986) inclusive of 456 militarized conflicts. This subset of all 
interstate dyads is the most violence-prone group of nation-dyads in 
the interstate system, and is responsible for almost 40 percent of all 
militarized disputes which occur during the period under examin¬ 
ation. Geller concludes that static parity (measured by composite 
military capability) is roughly twice as likely to be associated with 
war in these dyads as is static preponderance. 

Shift/transition 

The corollary to the basic parity and war hypothesis involves dynamic 
capability shifts and transitions as a source of conflict (e.g., Organski 
1958; Gilpin 1981; Modelski 1983; Wallerstein 1984). Organski and 
Kugler (1980) provide evidence in support of Organski's original 
power transition theory based on an analysis of dynamic capability 
balances. They report that differential capability growth rates (mea¬ 
sured by GNP) that produce transitions in relative position within 
"contender" dyads are associated with war. In a more comprehensive 
study, Anderson and McKeown (1987) examine 77 wars (COW 
database 1816-1980) in terms of capability balances and report that an 
unstable military balance is associated with war. Houweling and 
Siccama (1988) provide a re-analysis of the Organski and Kugler 
power transition test using a more extensive set of nations (all major 
powers) and a composite indicator of national capabilities (instead of 
GNP). They conclude that differential growth rates that result in 
capability transitions are strongly associated with the occurrence of 
dyadic-level major power war. 

The rate of capability convergence has been postulated in some 
studies (e.g.. Levy 1987:97-98; Schampel 1993:397-399) as a key factor 
in the occurrence of war. Rapid approaches (Wayman 1996) and rapid 
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convergence/divergence (Gochman 1990a) have been posited as ex¬ 
acerbating the conflict potential in rival dyads. It is argued that a 
rapid shift in relative capabilities provides little time for peaceful 
adjustment and may increase the sense of both threat and opportunity. 
Alternatively, a gradual change in relative capabilities allows more 
time for nonviolent adjustment to the shifting power balance. The 
evidence on the salience of rate of change is mixed: Schampel 
(1993:405) and Gochman (1990a:154-155) report results indicating 
substantive effects for rapid approaches on the probability of war, 
whereas Kim (1992:171) and Kim and Morrow (1992:917) report the 
absence of any statistically discemable association between war 
occurrence and the rate of capability change among major power 
rivals. 

Focusing on conflict initiation (rather than occurrence) in militar¬ 
ized disputes, Huth, Bennett and Gelpi (1992) report significant effects 
for capability transitions on dispute initiation patterns (MID database) 
among a set of 18 great power rivalries for the period from 1816-1975. 
The findings indicate that the presence of a capability "transition" 
(defined as a military expenditure growth rate differential of 10 
percent or more) has a significant impact on the initiation of militar¬ 
ized conflict among great power rivals. In a similar study, Huth and 
Russett (1993) analyze dispute initiation patterns (MID database) for 
10 nondirectional enduring rivalries which appear in the post-1945 
period. The study reports the substantively important effects of shifts 
in the military balance on the probability of militarized dispute 
initiation. Geller (1992a) analyzes the relationship between capability 
differentials and dispute/war initiation among the set of strongest 
nations for the period between 1816 and 1976 (COW database). The 
population consists of a restricted group of great power "contenders" 
with inclusion based on the possession of 10 percent or more of the 
capability pool available to the larger set of all major powers. The 
study examines 13 war dyads and 71 subwar dispute dyads and 
reports that a shifting capability balance within contender-pairs is 
substantively associated with patterns of militarized dispute initia¬ 
tion. 

In an analysis of differences within dynamic balances for 29 
enduring rivalries (COW database 1816-1986), Geller (1993) notes that 
capability shifts - and particularly shifts toward parity - are associ¬ 
ated with higher probabilities of war than are actual transitions. These 
results are consistent for both composite capability and military 
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capability indices. Lastly, Wayman (1996) analyzes a set of major 
power rivalries (COW database) and compares their capability and 
war patterns with nonrival dyads. He reports that the statistical 
association between capability shifts and war is stronger among rival 
states than for nonrivals, and that a capability shift within a rival dyad 
approximately doubles its probability of war - from 14 percent to 31 
percent. 


Nuclear weapons 

As Siverson and Miller (1993) note, little systematic quantitative 
research has been conducted on the effects of nuclear weapons 
possession on dyadic-level conflict interaction. Organski and Kugler 
(1980) discuss 14 conflict cases where nuclear weapons were available 
to at least one of the belligerents. Their analysis suggests that non¬ 
nuclear opponents of nuclear powers do not appear cautious or 
restrained in their hostile activity. Bueno de Mesquita and Riker 
(1982), using COW data for 1945-1976, report that disputes involving 
both nuclear and nonnuclear powers were more likely to escalate to 
the "intervention" level than disputes between nuclear-armed states. 
They conclude that a system where all states possess nuclear weapons 
may be less dangerous than a system with partial possession. Geller 
(1990) analyzes the 393 militarized disputes that occurred between 
1946 and 1976 (COW database) and concludes that dispute escalation 
probabilities are significantly affected by the distribution of nuclear 
capabilities. Moreover, the possession of nuclear weapons does not 
appear to impede escalatory behavior by nonnuclear opponents. This 
last finding is reinforced by three of Paul's (1994) case studies (i.e., 
China/United States 1950; Egypt/Israel 1973; and Argentina/Britain 
1982). Paul concludes that nuclear weapons appear to have limited 
utility in averting conflict between nuclear and nonnuclear states. 

Summary 

The review of quantitative empirical research on the possible relation¬ 
ship between dyadic-level capability balances and conflict has focused 
on patterns of dispute/war initiation and dispute/war occurrence for 
populations of all interstate dyads, major power dyads, and enduring 
dyadic rivalries. The analysis suggests a growing and cumulative 
body of evidence pointing to the salience of both static and dynamic 
capability balances for the occurrence and initiation of militarized 
disputes and warfare. Specifically, conditions of approximate parity 
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and shifts toward parity are consistently and significantly associated 
with conflict and war irrespective of population. Although broadly- 
based composite indicators of relative capability evidence these rela¬ 
tionships, the most recent research is beginning to suggest the greater 
importance of narrowly defined military capabilities (e.g., Anderson 
and McKeown 1987; Geller 1994, 1998). The limited evidence to date 
regarding the possession of nuclear weapons suggests that conflict 
patterns between nuclear-armed dyads are different from those of 
nonnuclear dyads (no escalation to war), but that in nuclear/non¬ 
nuclear confrontations this type of technological superiority does not 
appear to accrue a bargaining advantage. 5 

Contiguity 

Research at the monadic level regarding the positive association 
between the number of state borders and foreign conflict and war was 
discussed in chapter 3. However, as Bremer (1992) notes, these studies 
permit no strong inference about contiguity and war because they do 
not examine the identity of the opposing conflict-partner. Hence, their 
evidence on the issue of geographic contiguity and war must be 
considered, at best, indirect. This section will focus on the results of 
quantitative empirical studies of both proximity/contiguity and war 
at the analytic level of the dyad. 

Proximity 

The initial dyadic studies of geography and war examine differences 
in proximity of warring and non-warring nations. Using the COW 
database (1816-1965) Gleditsch and Singer (1975) report that the 
average distance between the capitals of warring states was signifi¬ 
cantly less than the average intercapital distance of all state-dyads for 
the period under analysis. Garnham (1976b) examines all dyadic 
international wars between 1816 and 1965 (COW database) using the 
distance between state capitals (proximity) as a predictor. His finding 
coincides with that of Gleditsch and Singer: warring dyads were 
geographically more proximate than nonwarring dyads. 


5 However, most nuclear/nonnuclear conflicts have not involved the survival of the 
nuclear-armed state. As Kissinger (1957:167) argued, a nuclear-capable power is 
unlikely to accept unconditional surrender or annihilation without using all types of 
weapons in its possession. 
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Contiguity 

Weede (1975) examines the question of contiguity and the frequency 
of military conflict for a population of 3,321 dyads over the period 
1950-1969. He reports that contiguous dyads with at least one major 
power and which had a latent territorial conflict were statistically 
more war-prone than dyads with other characteristics. Mihalka (1976) 
focuses on military disputes of the European state system for the 
period between 1816 and 1970 (COW database) and reports that the 
likelihood of a confrontation escalating to the level of military violence 
is significantly higher between contiguous nations. Moul (1988) also 
examines the dispute patterns of European states - however, he limits 
his analysis to conflicts among great powers. His temporal period 
covers the years 1815 through 1939 and he uses militarized interstate 
dispute data (COW database). In an unusual addition, Moul expands 
the concept of contiguity to include the borders of an alliance partner. 
Hence, "nonseparated" European great powers are either contiguous 
or tied to an ally contiguous to another great power (Moul 1985:252). 
He reports that of the 22 disputes which occurred between separated 
European great powers, none escalated to war; however, over 10 
percent (6 out of 56) of the disputes between nonseparated great 
powers escalated to warfare. Moul concludes that contiguity (nonse¬ 
paration) appears to be a necessary condition for the escalation of 
disputes to the level of war. Gochman (1990b) adheres to a more 
conventional definition of contiguity in his study of all interstate 
disputes occurring between 1816 and 1976. He reports that approxi¬ 
mately 65 percent of the militarized conflicts during that period were 
between contiguous states or between states separated by 150 miles or 
less of water. Lastly, Bremer's (1992) study of all 202,778 nondirec- 
tional dyad-years for the period between 1816 and 1965 provides 
evidence fully consistent with the previous analyses. Bremer classifies 
dyads as either land contiguous, sea contiguous (separated by 150 
miles or less of water), or noncontiguous. Bremer concludes that the 
probability of war increases significantly with the presence of either 
land or sea contiguity. If the categories of land and sea contiguity are 
combined, then the probability of war between contiguous states is 
approximately 35 times greater than the likelihood of war between 
noncontiguous nations. 
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Summary 

The findings of research on proximity/contiguity and war are cumu¬ 
lative and consistent. At the level of the dyad, the distance between 
states is inversely related to warfare. 6 Proximate dyads are more likely 
to engage in war than are nonproximate states. The results on 
contiguity are even more compelling. War within dyads with a land or 
(narrow) water border is much more likely than between noncontig¬ 
uous states. Explanations for this relationship vary. For example, 
Wesley (1962) argues that proximity/contiguity provides opportu¬ 
nities for conflict. Starr and Most (1976, 1978) suggest that proximity/ 
contiguity structures the context of interactions (e.g., threat per¬ 
ception) and may promote hostile behavior. Vasquez (1993, 1995) 
argues that these findings are consistent with an explanation of 
conflict based on human territoriality. 7 Which explanation best 
accounts for the relationship remains to be established. 

6 See Gleditsch (1995) for a review of both the theoretical arguments and empirical 
findings on proximity/contiguity and war. Also see Lemke (1995), who provides an 
interesting approach to the identification of a population of dyads which are 
proximate enough in terms of distance and terrain to be potential war-fighters. He 
adapts the loss-of-strength gradient concepts of Boulding (1962) and Bueno de 
Mesquita (1981a) and defines an area in which each state can engage in military 
action. Lemke argues that potential war dyads are those in which the defined areas 
overlap. 

7 Rummel (1979:177) asserts unequivocally that: "ft is only attempts to change the 
territorial status quo by hostile states that risks violence and war" (italics in the original). 
However, according to Vasquez (1993:124-125), the issue is less absolute: "a dispute 
over territorial contiguity is of causal significance in that its presence makes war 
possible and its absence makes war highly unlikely. . . [0]f all the possible issues that 
could end in war, issues involving territorial contiguity are indeed the most war- 
prone." 

More precisely, the framework Vasquez (1993) utilizes to explain the onset and 
expansion of war involves a "process" or "steps to war" model. In identifying the 
causal sequences that precede wars, he begins by distinguishing between "under- 
lying" and "proximate" causes. Underlying causes are fundamental causes that 
trigger a chain of events (the proximate causes) that results in war. He identifies 
territorial disputes between contiguous states to be the principal source of conflict that 
sets off the chain of events. The proximate causes involve foreign policy actions that 
escalate the conflict. Specifically, Vasquez argues that given a territorial dispute 
among states with approximately equal capabilities, the use of the methods of "power 
politics" (drawn from the realist tradition) increases the probability of war. Such 
practices include military buildups, coercive tactics, and alliance. 

Hence, the probable escalation of territorial disputes to war depends on whether or 
not realist foreign policy practices are employed. Moreover, the tendency to use the 
foreign policy practices of power politics is affected, at least in part, by the nature of 
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Arms race 

The study of arms races and their relationship to the outbreak of war 
revolves around the fundamental question of whether military com¬ 
petition serves as a deterrent or as a contributing factor to the onset of 
war. Definitions of arms races vary, but at base they must possess at 
least two general characteristics: unusually high growth rates in 
military spending or military procurements for at least two nations; 
and the existence of a competitive rivalry between the two states. 
Specifically, two hypotheses exist with regard to competitive military 
buildups and war. One proposition suggests that well armed states 
should enjoy deterrence against all but the most committed oppo¬ 
nents, and that dyads characterized by military preparedness should 
be nonviolent under the deterrent relationship. However, an alter¬ 
native hypothesis suggests that dyads characterized by joint military 
buildups suffer from perceived security threats. Minor disputes may 
easily escalate to major confrontations or even to violence when 
pressures to preempt are powerful. Hence, heavily armed dyads 
reflect a precarious stability that may be easily toppled. The following 
section will focus on the results of quantitative empirical studies of 
arms races and war at the analytic level of the dyad. 8 

Arms race 

The principal empirical evidence in support of a positive relationship 
between arms races and war is found in the work of Wallace (1979, 


the global political system. For example, Vasquez argues that if global institutions 
provide norms and rules for resolving conflicts peacefully, this will have a major effect 
on whether or not states resort to power politics. In short, preventing war depends on 
the presence (or construction) of mechanisms and institutions for settling disputes 
through diplomatic means rather than through the use of violence. In sum, Vasquez 
attempts to provide an explanation for the onset and expansion of war based on the 
combined causal effects of territoriality and the foreign policy practices of power 
politics (military buildups, coercive tactics, and alliance). The explanation is limited to 
a specific class of wars - between relative equals - which he calls "wars of rivalry" 
(see chapter 8, n. 1 for a discussion of this war typology). See Starr (1991) and Diehl 
(1991) for a review of the literature on geography and war. 

8 Richardson's (1939) formal mathematical model of an arms race between two 
hypothetical states (Jedesland and Andersland) is considered the classic work on the 
subject in the area of deductive modeling. See Intriligator ([1964],1969) for a discussion 
of the limitations of such reaction-curve analyses. Other examples of formal deductive 
arms race models are Intriligator and Brito (1984) and Majeski (1986). See Nicholson 
(1989) for a discussion of formal arms race models in international politics. 
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1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1990). Empirical evidence disputing this 
connection comes primarily from the research of Weede (1980), 
Altfeld (1983), Diehl (1983,1985), and Diehl and Kingston (1987). 

An early study by Huntington ([1958], 1969) focuses on 13 arms 
race cases that occurred during the nineteenth and twentieth cen¬ 
turies. As Huntington notes, these arms races did not always end in 
war. He argues that the competitive military relationship is a complex 
one and draws two conclusions from his analysis: (1) war is less likely 
to follow arms races which are qualitative rather than quantitative in 
character; and (2) war is more likely to occur in the early stages of an 
arms race rather than in its later stages. However, Huntington's study 
has been criticized for its limited case set (Joynt 1964) and for its 
misspecification of the causal sequence - some of the cases appear to 
include instances where the belligerents anticipated war and moved 
to prepare for it rather than where the race itself provoked the war 
(Mueller 1969). 

The initial study by Wallace (1979) provides the first extensive 
empirical analysis of the relationship between arms races and the 
outbreak of war. He establishes two competing hypotheses based on 
military competition: (1) arms races increase tension, and tension 
leads to war; and (2) failure to match a rival's military capability 
creates opportunities for war initiation. Wallace uses a list of 99 
militarized disputes between major powers for the years 1833 through 
1965, and employs military expenditure data to identify nation-dyads 
with high-rate increases prior to disputes (COW database). He also 
creates an arms race index and divides the dyads into two categories - 
those engaged in a race, and those not engaged. Of the 99 dispute 
dyads, 23 of 28 arms races preceded wars, whereas only three wars 
occurred without arms races. Wallace interprets this evidence as 
supportive of the first hypothesis (arms races contribute to war) and 
unsupportive of the second hypothesis (arms races deter war). In 
subsequent works, Weede (1980), Diehl (1983), and Altfeld (1983) 
criticized Wallace's study. Weede notes that many of the dyadic 
escalations were associated with two wars (World Wars I and II) and 
were therefore not independent but rather the result of a diffusion 
process. Both Weede (1980) and Diehl (1983) analyze the same data 
treating multiparty disputes as single (combined) cases rather than 
disaggregating them, and conclude that arms races have only a weak 
relationship to war (Weede), or no relationship to war (Diehl). 
Altfeld's (1983) criticism of Wallace's study also notes the influence of 
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alliances in diffusing races and distorting the results, and he adds a 
critique on the validity of Wallace's definition of arms races and their 
measurement. Altfeld reanalyzes Wallace's data with a higher thresh¬ 
old level for what constitutes a "race" and reports that due to 
problems in measurement, data, and interpretation, Wallace's conclu¬ 
sion that an arms race increases the probability of the onset of war is 
unsubstantiated. Diehl (1985) furnishes a subsequent study with a 
population of major power rival dyads and concludes that war occurs 
in the late stages of enduring rivalries irrespective of whether an arms 
race was present or not. Wallace (1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1990) 
produced additional studies which address the critiques of his pre¬ 
vious work, and he continues to report findings supportive of the 
arms race and war hypothesis. 


Summary 

As Siverson and Diehl (1989:214) note, "If there is any consensus 
among arms race studies, it is that some arms races lead to war and 
some do not." Given the lack of consistent and cumulative findings in 
this area, it would appear that an additional factor (or factors) must be 
included in the model which will account for the incongruent results 
and permit the integration of arms race dynamics in an explanation of 
war. 9 Morrow (1989) attempts to solve this problem by developing a 
formal (expected-utility) model of an arms race and testing it empiric¬ 
ally. He argues that arms races create transitory advantages that may 
be exploited; however, the risk orientation of decisionmakers on both 
sides will determine whether or not the temporary vulnerabilities will 
be challenged or resisted, with risk-acceptant actors more likely to 
initiate arms race wars. The data-based test involves 35 dispute cases 
and 17 core cases in which major power disputes were preceded by 
arms races. However, Morrow notes that the tested propositions are 
supported robustly but not strongly by the data. 


9 As a case in point, Vasquez (1993) proposes the additional factor of a territorial 
dispute. Vasquez argues that "rivalry wars" (i.e., wars between equals) begin over 
territorial disputes, with each side taking a series of steps that increases hostility and 
threat. He suggests that a military buildup (resulting in an arms race) is a tactic that 
fuels the dispute and increases the probability of war. Also see Vasquez and Henehan 
(1992:103-108) on the arms race debate. 
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Alliances 

At the level of the dyad, research regarding a possible relationship 
between alliance and war has coalesced in two areas: (1) alliance within 
dyads; and (2) alliance external to dyads. With regard to the first area, 
conventional wisdom has held that alliance between nations reduces 
mutual conflict (e.g., Brzezinski and Huntington 1963:406). Whether 
based on common or complementary interests and objectives, it has 
been customarily assumed that allied nations might disagree on joint 
policy but will rarely engage each other in war, at least for the duration 
of the alliance. However, using expected-utility theory, Bueno de 
Mesquita (1981a) deduces the counter-intuitive proposition that war is 
more likely between allies than between enemies. 

The second area of research has involved the impact on war of 
alliance external to dyads. Here, the issues focus on the number of ties 
to external blocs and their effects on dyadic conflict. For example, if 
one member of a dyad is allied with a bloc while the other member is 
unaligned, is war more or less likely than if both members of the dyad 
possessed external ties? These types of questions generally involve the 
viability of extended deterrence by superpowers, although some 
analyses deal explicitly with the aggregate effects of alliance on 
relative military capabilities for members of a dyad. 

Alliance within dyads 

Bueno de Mesquita (1981a:76-78) derives from his expected-utility 
theory the unsettling hypothesis that allied nations are more likely to 
engage in war with one another than unallied states and presents 
evidence (1981a:159-164) in support of this deduction (COW data¬ 
base). He reports that of the 76 war initiations that occurred between 
1816 and 1974, 15 were among nations that had a formal, standing 
military agreement between them. These 15 wars between allies 
constitute approximately 20 percent of all wars in his data set, 
whereas allied dyads represent only about 7 percent of all annual 
dyads in the data. Bueno de Mesquita concludes that wars between 
allies are approximately three times more likely than would be 
expected by chance. Additional evidence in support of this propo¬ 
sition is provided by Ray (1990). Ray tests the hypothesis with more 
stringent coding rules and a refined COW database and reports that 
there is evidence of a positive association between allied dyads and 
conflict-proneness for the years 1816-1974: allied nations have been 
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more likely to engage in both militarized disputes and war among 
themselves than unallied nations. 

However, two studies (Weede 1975, Bremer 1992) report contrary 
results. Weede's (1975) analysis of military conflict among 3,321 dyads 
for 1950 through 1969 shows that common bloc membership (alliance) 
was negatively associated with war between members of a dyad. In a 
subsequent analysis, Bremer (1992) codes all dyad-years between 1816 
and 1965 into four categories: defense pact, neutrality pact, entente, 
and no alliance. His bivariate results are similar to those of both 
Bueno de Mesquita and Ray: the conditional probability of war with 
the three types of pacts combined compared to no alliance is approxi¬ 
mately 4.5:1. However, Bremer's multivariate analysis of the data 
indicates an interaction effect with the level of militarization in the 
dyad. Specifically, if the dyad is highly militarized, then the alliance 
coefficient indicates a significant, negative relationship between alli¬ 
ance and war probability. Bremer concludes that the absence of an 
alliance (in conjunction with other factors) increases the war-prone- 
ness of a dyad. 

Alliance external to dyads 

Alliance ties that are external to the dyad present a different though 
related research problem. Kim (1991) examines great power wars from 
1816 to 1976 in terms of the relative capabilities of the dyads (COW 
database) and reports that war occurrence is related to the capability 
balance of major power dyads (i.e., parity) when alliance capabilities 
are included in the measurement. 10 The question of one alliance-tie 
external to a dyad is examined by Mihalka (1976) and Siverson and 
Tennefoss (1984). Mihalka employs the COW database covering the 
years between 1816 and 1970 for European state-system dyads. He 
reports that dyads with only one member in an external alliance were 
most likely to experience dispute escalation to the level of war and 
dyads with both members tied to external alliances least likely to 
escalate to war. He concludes that the probability of a confrontation 
ending in military hostilities is significantly higher if only a single 
dyad-member has external alliance-ties. Siverson and Tennefoss 
(1984) report a similar finding for dyads in the interstate system over 
the period between 1815 and 1965. Specifically, they report that 
disputes were most likely to escalate to war if one dyad-member 


10 Similar findings are presented in Kim (1992,1996) and Kim and Morrow (1992). 
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possessed a major power ally while the other did not. In sum, a dyad 
with one external alliance-tie has a higher war probability than one in 
which neither party has any external ties. 

The issue of two external alliance-ties offers some interesting 
contrasts. Weede (1975) reports that during the period between 1950 
and 1969, dyads composed of a United States bloc member and Soviet 
bloc member were less war-prone than other dyads. This may be 
interpreted as reflecting successful mutual extended deterrence. 
Weede's (1989) results for subwar disputes also indicate conflict 
reduction for two-alliance dyads. Mihalka (1976), using COW data for 
the period 1816-1970 reports that confrontations between dyad- 
members where each possessed an external alliance were the least 
likely to escalate to military hostilities. Finally, Siverson and Tennefoss 
(1984) report that, for the period between 1815 and 1965, conflicts 
were least likely to escalate to the level of war where both dyad- 
members had external alliances with major powers. 

Summary 

The evidence regarding alliance within dyads and the onset of war is 
intriguing. Bueno de Mesquita, Ray, and Bremer all produce bivariate 
results indicating a positive connection. However, Weede reports that 
common bloc membership was associated with a lower incidence of 
dyadic war for the post-1945 period, and Bremer provides multi¬ 
variate evidence which suggests that the direction of the relationship 
between in-dyad alliance and war varies according to the level of 
militarization of the dyad. Perhaps Ray (1990:89) places the issue in 
the proper perspective when he notes that this specific hypothesis is 
not terribly important in isolation. Intra-dyad alliance is not a major 
cause of war, even if the correlation exists. Rather, the importance of 
this empirical association relates to the validity of the theory from 
which it is derived (i.e., expected utility). To the extent that the 
counter-intuitive proposition receives empirical support, it increases 
confidence in the theory of which it is a part. In contradistinction, the 
evidence regarding alliance external to dyads and the probabilities of 
war or dispute escalation has more extrinsic meaning. The results here 
appear to be consistent and cumulative. Dyads where only one 
member has an external alliance-tie are more likely to experience war 
than are dyads where both members have external ties. Explanations 
for these different relationships may involve military balances as they 
are affected by the capability additions of allies, estimates of reliability 
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of allies, extended deterrence by nuclear-armed superpowers, or a 
greater caution on the part of decisionmakers induced by the potential 
for a wider war. Additional research is required to choose among 
these alternatives, but whatever the explanation, dyads with one 
external alliance are more war-prone than dyads where both parties 
have external ties. 


Regimes 

A consistent theme in classical liberal political thought holds that 
democratic institutions reduce the likelihood of violent conflict, both 
in the domestic and international realms. For example, Kant ([1795], 
1939) in Perpetual Peace argues that in democratic states the general 
public and public opinion will oppose war due to the costs the mass 
population would be compelled to bear. Hence, leaders who make 
decisions for war will be removed and replaced with more pacifistic 
individuals. Autocratic leaders, Kant reasons, do not hold power on 
the basis of elections and therefore are unconstrained in pursuing a 
belligerent or violent foreign policy. Waltz (1959) and Ray (1995a) note 
that similar arguments have been made by such diverse theorists as 
Jeremy Bentham, Thomas Paine, Georg Wilhelm Friederich Hegel, 
and Woodrow Wilson. 

As discussed in chapter 3, the accumulated body of cross-national 
quantitative evidence at the level of the state suggests that democratic 
regimes are neither more nor less war-prone than are other regime- 
types. Studies by Wright ([1942], 1964), Rummel (1968), Weede (1970, 
1984), Chan (1984), Domke (1988), Dixon (1989), and Maoz and 
Abdolali (1989) all indicate that the proportional frequencies of 
militarized conflict and war involvement of democracies are approxi¬ 
mately the same as for nondemocratic states. However, despite the 
fact that democracies appear no less war-prone than nondemocratic 
states, recent dyadic-level analyses suggest that democratic nations 
rarely fight each other. Ray (1995a) demonstrates that large numbers 
of “exceptions" to this statement may be found, depending on the 
definition of “democracy" that is applied, but the strength and 
consistency of the dyadic-level findings has led both Levy (1988:662) 
and Russett (1990b:123) to assert that the absence of war between 
democratic nations is one of the strongest empirically-based general¬ 
izations that exists in the field of international politics. 
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Democratic dyads 

Two early quantitative empirical studies by Babst (1972) and Small 
and Singer (1976) dealing with the question of democracy and war at 
the level of the dyad report results strongly supportive of the demo¬ 
cratic peace generalization. Six (more recent) studies provide confir¬ 
matory evidence. The first, by Rummel (1979), established the "joint- 
freedom proposition." Specifically, Rummel hypothesizes that "liber¬ 
tarian systems" will not engage in violence with each other. Exam¬ 
ining 50 interstate wars from 1816 to 1965 (COW database) across 
political system categories of libertarian, authoritarian, and totali¬ 
tarian, Rummel notes that there were no wars between libertarian 
states, 14 wars between libertarian and authoritarian states, and 36 
wars between nonlibertarian states. He concludes that war does not 
occur between free societies. In a second study, Rummel (1983) 
examines both wars and "campaigns of violence" (i.e., patterns of 
discrete and continuous military actions) and draws his data from 
multiple sources - primarily from newspapers and magazines for the 
years 1976 through 1980. Rummel reports that his findings indicate 
that violence does not occur within libertarian dyads, and that a 
necessary condition for interstate conflict between two nations is for 
one of them to be partially or completely nonlibertarian. Maoz and 
Abdolali (1989) examine all nation-dyads in the international system 
for the years between 1816 and 1976 (COW database). Here they 
include subwar militarized disputes as well as wars, and report that 
democratic states are significantly less likely to engage in militarized 
conflict or war with each other than are dyads with other regime- 
types. They conclude that the joint-freedom proposition is supported 
by their results. 

Bremer (1992) produces the most extensive evidence on this ques¬ 
tion. Utilizing the COW database and two collections of regime 
classifications (Chan 1984 and Polity II [Gurr, Jaggers and Moore 
1989]), Bremer examines all dyad-years between 1816 and 1965. With 
Chan's data, he reports bivariate findings that the occurrence of war 
for undemocratic dyads (neither state democratic) is approximately 14 
times more likely than for democratic dyads. The results with the 
Polity II data are similar. Bremer also examines six other factors that 
might impact on this relationship (proximity, power status, alliance, 
militarization, economic development, and capability differential). 
Here he reports multivariate findings which indicate that even after 
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the effects of the other factors have been removed, the negative 
relationship between democracy and war remains. Although proxi¬ 
mity is the strongest predictor of war probability, the absence of 
democracy (one or both states nondemocratic) in a dyad is second in 
salience. Bremer (1993a) furnishes a second study with the COW 
database (this time with seven control factors) and reports findings 
consistent with his earlier analysis. Specifically, the bivariate coeffi¬ 
cients indicate that nondemocratic dyads (one or both states nonde¬ 
mocratic) are almost 50 times more likely to engage in war than are 
democratic pairs. The multivariate results show a 40 fold increase in 
the probability of war for nondemocratic as opposed to democratic 
dyads. Lastly, Bremer notes that in a comparison of subwar disputes 
with wars, democracy is 10 times more potent in suppressing war 
than in suppressing disputes, and he concludes that this is indicative 
of a tendency for democratic dyads to contain conflict at lower levels 
of intensity rather than to avoid conflict entirely. 

In a recent study, Gleditsch (1995) tests the hypothesis that the 
absence of wars between democratic states might be due to geo¬ 
graphical distance between them (i.e., lack of proximity). Using the 
COW database for the years 1816-1986, Gleditsch produces evidence 
for rejecting the hypothesis, and he concludes that "double democracy 
is a near-perfect sufficient condition for peace" (Gleditsch 1995:318). 

Summary 

The evidence in the area of the joint-freedom proposition is consistent 
and cumulative. 11 Democratic dyads are less likely to engage in war 


11 Although not indisputable (e.g.. Waltz 1993). Ray (1993) demonstrates how defini¬ 
tions of democracy affect the case set of warring democratic dyads. Spiro (1994) 
further shows how statistical findings based on this small case set are sensitive to 
extremely minor variations in the hypergeometric distributions of all wars and 
democratic wars (1816-1980) that are produced by different definitions of either 
democracy or war. Spiro's analysis indicates that the absence of wars between 
democratic states over the last two centuries is not a statistically significant pattern 
and can be explained on the basis of random chance. In another quantitatively- 
grounded study, Farber and Gowa (1995) report no statistically significant relation¬ 
ship between democracy and war before 1914, and argue that it is only after 1945 that 
the probability of war is lower between democratic states than between other dyads. 
They posit that the Cold War created a strong set of common interests among 
democracies, and that therefore the post-1945 democratic peace may be more the 
result of common interests than of common political systems. Using a different 
method, Layne (1994) attacks the democratic peace thesis by examining four 
historical cases of confrontations between democracies which failed to escalate to 
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than are nondemocratic pairs. However, there are two competing 
explanations for this phenomenon. One explanation focuses on the 
political culture of democratic states (i.e., nonviolent norms), whereas 
the other explanation involves democratic political structure (i.e., 
decisionmaking constraints). According to the normative or cultural 
school (e.g., Doyle 1986; Dixon 1993, 1994; Russett 1993), liberal 
democracies tend to be less violent than autocratic states because 
democratic societies value and inculcate nonviolent methods of con¬ 
flict resolution. These preferences for the peaceful resolution of 
disputes shape policy decisions, and particularly impact on relations 
with other democratic states which are believed to share the same 
norms. As a result of these common values, disputes between democ¬ 
racies tend to be settled in a nonviolent manner. Maoz and Russett 
(1993) attempt to test models representing both the normative and 
structural explanations for the democratic peace. Although they find 
that both models are supported by the data, they report that support 
for the normative model is more robust and consistent. 

The alternative explanation rests on structural or institutional 
factors (e.g., Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992). This thesis holds 
that the decisionmaking structures of democracies operate in an 
environment of divided political power and must gain support or at 
least acquiescence from legislatures, bureaucracies, interest groups, 
and public opinion before engagement in war. Creating this consensus 
is often a long and difficult process. Therefore, the structural explana¬ 
tion posits that democratic dyads tend not to engage in violent conflict 
due to these double constraints on war decisions. 12 Works by Morgan 
and Campbell (1991) and Morgan and Schwebach (1992) attempt to 


war. He concludes that none of the postulated conflict-dampening factors of demo¬ 
cratic peace theory appears to have played any role in the outcomes of the crises. 
James and Mitchell (1995) take a different tack. They argue that while war between 
democratic states may be rare, these dyads do still engage in coercive behavior. James 
and Mitchell specify a formal model that demonstrates an incentive for powerful 
democracies to undermine (through covert pressure and subversion) the efforts of 
weak democratic states to restructure dependent relationships, and they provide a 
list of cases - all of which involve the United States as one of the participants - that is 
consistent with their model. 

12 Layne (1994) argues that the structural/institutional explanation is logically incon¬ 
sistent with the evidence. Democratic monads are as war-prone as autocratic monads 
(e.g.. Small and Singer 1976; Chan 1984; Weede 1984; Domke 1988; Dixon 1989). If 
structural constraints had the effects ascribed to them, democratic states "would be 
peaceful in their relations with all states, whether democratic or not" (Layne 1994:12). 
Also see Gates, Knutsen and Moses (1996) on this and related points. 
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produce evidence on this issue. Their findings are supportive of the 
political constraint explanation; however they suggest that all con¬ 
straining institutional structures - and not just those associated with 
democracy - may inhibit war. 13 


Status quo orientation 

One of the principal insights provided by Organski's (1958) original 
thesis on power transition involves the interaction of capability 
distributions and status quo orientation (Vasquez 1996a:35-36). 
Specifically, it has been argued that whether the status quo challenger 
or defender has the advantage in relative capabilities may affect the 
probability of war. For example, a status quo defender with a relative 
capability advantage over a challenger may have no incentive to 
attempt to utilize that superiority and be satisfied with a posture of 
deterrence, whereas a status quo challenger possessing a capability 
advantage over a defender may have a strong incentive to attempt to 
exploit its superiority through war. Even states committed to de¬ 
fending the status quo may experience pressure for the initiation of 
preventive war if the balance of capabilities appears to be shifting in 
favor of the opponent and future war is anticipated (e.g.. Levy 1987; 
Morrow 1996). 

Status quo orientation 

Early work in this area may be found in Organski's (1958:330-333) 
power transition theory which focuses on the distinction between the 
dominant nation satisfied with the status quo and a dissatisfied 
challenger. He argues that as the capability trajectories of these states 
converge, war becomes increasingly probable. Rummel (1979:264) also 
hypothesizes that an actual or growing weakness of the party favoring 
the status quo compared to the anti-status quo party will be positively 
correlated with violence. A similar thesis is put forward by Anderson 
and McKeown (1987:4) who suggest that a discrepancy between 
national aspirations and national achievements may lead govern¬ 
ments to attempt to alter their external environments. The status- 
inconsistency theories of war by Galtung (1964), Wallace (1971), and 


13 An analytic framework on political constraints is found in Salmore and Salmore 
(1978). For early empirical studies on political constraints and foreign conflict, see 
Geller (1985) and Hagan (1987). 


89 



Nations at war 


Midlarsky (1975) explore a related logic. Maoz (1982:203), too, notes 
that crisis initiation is likely to be tied to national dissatisfaction and a 
commitment to revise the status quo, particularly when this is 
coupled with a rapid capability growth rate relative to an opponent. 

Ray's (1995a) comparative case study of the Fashoda Crisis and the 
Spanish-American War suggests that the distribution of capabilities 
between status quo challengers and defenders may have had a critical 
impact on the outcomes of these two confrontations. Specifically, Ray 
argues that war was avoided in the Fashoda Crisis due to British 
(status quo defender) military superiority over France; whereas in the 
Spanish-American confrontation of 1898, the United States (status 
quo challenger) possessed military superiority over Spain and there¬ 
fore that crisis ended in war. The logic that war initiation is likely 
when the balance of military capabilities favors the status quo 
challenger rather than the defender is also found in Huth, Bennett and 
Gelpi (1992:489). 

However, Maoz (1982:74-75) takes the reasoning further and notes 
that "crisis initiation is not only an option open to revisionist states; it 
could be and has been utilized historically by strategic defenders of 
the status quo." It is reasonable to expect that under certain dynamic 
capability balances war initiation by status quo defenders would be a 
highly probable outcome. For example, Gilpin (1981:191, 201) and 
Levy (1987:83-84) provide explanations for why capability con¬ 
vergence may trigger defender-initiated wars: confronted with a 
faster-growing challenger, preventive military action by the status quo 
defender would appear to be a rational foreign policy choice. In sum, 
there are substantial theoretical reasons for expecting patterns of war 
initiation to be influenced by the power balance between status quo 
challengers and defenders. 14 

There is little systematically derived statistical evidence on the 
effects of status quo orientation on war initiation. Huth, Gelpi and 
Bennett (1993:617-618) report findings for a set of nine major powers 
(MID database 1816-1984) in "extended and direct immediate deter¬ 
rence encounters" which suggest the salience of the conventional 


14 Schweller (1992) addresses the question of war initiation and shifting capability 
distributions from the perspective of democratic and authoritarian regime-types 
rather than status quo orientation. He argues that preventive war is the preferred 
response of declining authoritarian states, whereas declining democratic states avoid 
war and choose accommodation, defensive alliances, or internal balancing as 
response measures to relative capability loss. 
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military balance between challengers and defenders for probabilities 
of conflict escalation. They conclude that a shift in the military balance 
“from a three-to-one defender advantage to a three-to-one challenger 
advantage increases the probability of escalation by approximately 
33%." In other words, a conventional military power transition 
providing the challenger with a substantial advantage is associated 
with dispute escalation. 

Anderson and McKeown (1987) analyze 77 wars (COW database 
1816-1980) in terms of capability balances and the degree to which 
belligerents' “aspirations diverge from actual or expected achieve¬ 
ments" (status quo orientation). Their model also allows for preemp¬ 
tive war initiated by a status quo defender. The basic hypothesis is 
that dissatisfied nations examine the power balance and initiate war 
when the military capability ratio is favorable. The findings of 
Anderson and McKeown (1987:19) indicate that: 

the supersatisfied model [with defender preemption] performed 
better than the others . . . [providing] empirical support for Lebow's 
[1984] contention that perceptions of “falling behind" and of posses¬ 
sing large advantages can both lead to aggression. It is important to 
note, however, that the less complicated model performed only 
slightly less well . . ., suggesting that the more prevalent dynamic is 
that of aggression being triggered by perceptions of falling behind. 

In short, an unstable military balance is associated with war initiation 
by both challengers and defenders of the status quo. 

Geller (1994) examines the question of the identity of the war 
initiator as it relates to both military balances and status quo orienta¬ 
tion for a set of 20 nation-dyads that formed long-term rivalries 
during the period 1816-1986 (COW database). The study analyzes the 
43 wars which occurred between these "enduring rivals" and con¬ 
cludes that status quo challengers are the most probable war initiators 
and are likely to initiate under any capability distribution, 15 whereas 


15 This conclusion is consistent with Paul's (1994:173) analysis of six cases of asymmet¬ 
rical war initiations by weaker states. He notes that militarily inferior states may use 
force to reduce uncertainty, alter an unacceptable status quo, or gain sympathy from 
other parties. Paul concludes that a significant capability advantage may be insuffi¬ 
cient "to deter an adversary who is highly motivated to change the status quo." The 
conclusion also is reinforced by the findings of Huth (1996:85) as reported in his 
analysis of relative military strength between challengers and targets engaged in 
territorial disputes (1950-1990; 129 dispute cases). Specifically Huth notes that "the 
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status quo defenders initiate wars almost solely under unstable 
military balances. 

Summary 

Based on a small number of recent studies, patterns of both conflict 
escalation and war initiation appear to be affected by the distribution 
of military capabilities between status quo defenders and challengers. 
Two implications of these findings bear heavily on explanations of 
war decisions. First, the finding that the pattern of defender war 
initiations emerges only when relative capabilities are measured by 
military criteria rather than by a more broadly-based composite index 
of power suggests that war decisions tend to focus on those factors 
that will have an immediate bearing on military success (e.g., 
Anderson and McKeown 1987; Geller 1994). Advantages or disadvan¬ 
tages in relative industrial or demographic strength may appear less 
relevant in such circumstances than existing military capabilities. 

A second implication of these results involves the initiation of 
preemptive or preventive war by status quo defenders. Almost every 
case of defender initiated war occurred under an unstable military 
balance (Geller 1994). This pattern suggests that stable military 
balances of either preponderance or parity are generally interpreted 
by status quo defenders as supportive of deterrence, whereas unstable 
balances producing capability shifts or transitions are deemed danger¬ 
ous enough to provoke preventive military action. 

Economic factors 

There exists a long history in liberal economic thought suggesting a 
relationship between free trade, market economies, and international 
peace. For example, the theories of Adam Smith and David Ricardo 
hold that interference with the natural functioning of the market 
mechanism - such as through trade restrictions that protect specific 
domestic economic interests - impacts negatively on the wealth of 
society as a whole. Theorists as diverse as Richard Cobden, John 
Stuart Mill, and Henry Thomas Buckle all argued that unfettered free 
trade and economic development would promote world peace. A 
corollary to this logic maintains that wealth and territorial acquisition 


balance of conventional military forces between challenger and target did not have a 
powerful effect on the decisions of the challenger to dispute territory." 
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are unrelated in an international economic system based on trade and 
development; hence the need to gain additional territory through war 
as a means of generating new wealth disappears (Buzan 1984). More¬ 
over, it is argued that as free trade creates greater prosperity for all 
states, growing economic interdependence will increase the costs of 
war for the entire system. In short, because war would disrupt a 
market-based international economic system that serves the interests 
of all states, force as an instrument of foreign policy should decline in 
utility as free trade and economic development increasingly come to 
characterize the international economy. This thesis has produced two 
areas of dyadic-level research - one dealing with trade and the other 
with economic development - and will be discussed in the context of 
international conflict and war. 

Trade 

Sullivan (1974) examines the dyadic trade flow of states for evidence 
of conflict patterns over the brief period 1955-1957. Employing trade 
data generated by the United Nations, he reports that trade flows are 
negatively correlated with dyadic-level verbal conflict and are posi¬ 
tively correlated with the percentage of cooperative interactions. As 
an indicator of the "social distance" within dyads, Sullivan concludes 
that trade flows are an important factor in predicting levels of dyadic 
conflict. Similar results are reported by Gasiorowski and Polachek 
(1982), who examine the interaction patterns of the United States and 
Warsaw Pact states for the period between 1967 and 1978 (Conflict 
and Peace Data Bank [COPDAB] and International Monetary Fund 
[IMF] data sources). As did Sullivan, Gasiorowski and Polachek also 
report an inverse relationship between trade (imports, exports, total 
trade) and dyadic-level conflict behavior and note that the results of 
Granger causality tests indicate that trade affects conflict, rather than 
conflict levels determining trade patterns. 

Oneal, Oneal, Maoz and Russett (1996) examine the interaction 
effects of bilateral trade and regime type on interstate conflict. Using 
the period 1950 through 1984, Oneal et al. focus their study on dyads 
composed of contiguous states and dyads containing at least one 
major power, and they introduce controls for income growth rates, 
alliances, and relative power. Their results indicate that trade is 
positively associated with peace, and that conflict becomes even less 
likely when external economic relations are important and the dyad is 
composed of democratic regimes. 


93 



Nations at war 


A different finding is reported by Barbieri (1996). Her analysis 
entails 14,341 dyad-years for the period 1870-1938 and includes 270 
militarized disputes and 14 wars. Barbieri concludes that economic 
linkages have a substantive effect on whether or not dyads engage in 
militarized disputes, but no effect on the occurrence of wars. 
However, rather than inhibiting militarized conflict, extensive trade 
interdependence increases the probability that dyads will experience 
militarized disputes. Barbieri notes that the relationship holds for 
both symmetrical and asymmetrical interdependencies. 

Development 

Bremer (1992) provides evidence regarding dyadic economic develop¬ 
ment levels and war. Using four variables from the COW material 
capabilities data set, he constructs two indices reflecting the demo¬ 
graphic and economic dimensions of development and then classifies 
the dyads as symmetrically developed, asymmetrically developed, or 
symmetrically underdeveloped. The multivariate results (for the years 
between 1816 and 1965) with six additional predictor variables 
indicate a negative relationship between economic development and 
war. This association is the third strongest among the set of seven 
predictors, and Bremer concludes that dyads characterized by the 
absence of advanced economies or dyads with one advanced and one 
underdeveloped economy are more war-prone than highly developed 
dyads. 


Summary 

The evidence in the area of economic factors and patterns of war is 
suggestive but limited. The most compelling finding on the basis of 
research design and execution reveals the relative absence of war 
within dyads characterized by a high level of economic development. 
Some studies report that dyadic-level trade is associated with less 
conflict and war, but these analyses do not approach the requisite for 
a test of liberal economic theory. 16 Buzan (1984) argues that some 
elements of the evolving, interdependent world economy are stabi¬ 
lizing and may reduce conflict, whereas other aspects of the market 
economy are destabilizing and may increase conflict among states. 


16 For example, Weede (1995) suggests that although free trade may be associated with 
less war, the relationship may be indirect. He argues that free trade promotes 
prosperity, prosperity promotes democracy, and democratic dyads do not fight wars. 
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Preliminary empirical evidence exists for both patterns. Analyses by 
liberal theorists such as Hoffmann (1978) and Nye (1990) also reflect 
this ambivalent view. 

Evaluation 

Research based at the analytic level of the dyad has produced some of 
the most interesting, consistent, and cumulative findings in the area of 
international conflict and war. For example, a general body of research 
indicates that static and dynamic capability balances are associated 
with both the occurrence of war and the identity of the war initiator. 
Specifically, conditions of dyadic military parity and shifts toward 
parity are consistently and significantly related to the outbreak of war. 
As Maoz (1993:37) notes: 

the likelihood of conflict in a dyad is significantly affected by the 
degree of parity in military capability. . . This suggests that as states 
grow more equal in military capabilities, they are more likely to be 
subject to the kind of calculations that are consistent with the power 
transition theory (Organski and Kugler 1980) . . . The state losing in 
relative capabilities invokes the declining power logic (Levy 1987), 
while the state gaining in capabilities invokes the status inconsist¬ 
ency logic described by East (1972). 

This conclusion is reaffirmed by Lemke and Kugler (1996:14) who 
note that "a large number of studies linking parity and war at the 
dyadic level suggest that parity increases the probability of war, and 
consistently confirm the claim that parity and transitions increase the 
probability of war." In sum, cumulative evidence has developed 
which indicates that parity in military capabilities and convergence 
toward military parity within dyads are associated with the onset of 
militarized conflict and war. 

Consistency and cumulation also characterize the findings on 
proximity/contiguity and conflict. At the level of the dyad, the 
distance between states is negatively related to warfare. Proximate 
states are more likely to engage in war than are nonproximate states, 
and war within dyads having a land or narrow water border is much 
more probable than between noncontiguous states. 

In contradistinction, the evidence on the effects of arms races on the 
outbreak of war is disputed and inconclusive, and the results of 
analyses on alliance and war also are mixed. In the area of alliance 
within dyads, the findings are inconsistent. However, the results of 
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studies focusing on alliance-ties that are external to the dyad present a 
different picture. Dyads in which only one member has an external 
alliance-tie are more likely to experience war than are dyads where 
both members have external ties. 

The findings on the democratic peace proposition are both strong 
and cumulative. Despite questions regarding the logical consistency 
of the structural/institutional explanation of constraints on war 
decisions with monadic-level evidence on the equivalent war¬ 
proneness of democratic and nondemocratic states (Layne 1994) and 
statistical problems associated with definitions in small-case hyper¬ 
geometric distributions (Spiro 1994), the weight of the findings 
indicates that democratic dyads are less likely to engage in war than 
are nondemocratic pairs (one or both states nondemocratic). 

Evidence on a relationship between dyadic trade patterns and 
conflict is mixed, but an exhaustive analysis by Bremer (1992) of 
197,922 dyad-years between 1816 and 1965 indicates a strong associ¬ 
ation for dyads characterized by highly advanced economies and the 
absence of war. Preliminary findings for sets of rivals also indicate 
that both the status quo orientation and the relative capability balance 
within the dyad affect patterns of war initiation. 

In sum, data-based research on conflict and war at the level of the 
nation-dyad has produced some impressive results. Geographic proxi¬ 
mity/ contiguity, static parity in capabilities and shifts toward parity, 
unbalanced external alliance-ties, the absence of paired democratic 
regimes, and the absence of joint advanced economies are factors 
substantively and positively associated with the occurrence and initia¬ 
tion of both militarized disputes and war. These findings are drawn 
from studies that represent improvements over the earlier state-level 
foreign policy analyses in terms of population size, temporal span, 
and the conceptualization, operationalization, and measurement of 
variables. 
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Introduction 

While the analysis of political patterns as they appear within 
geographical regions is well established in the fields of comparative 
and international politics, the majority of these area studies tend to 
be methodologically subjective and impressionistic. Relatively little 
quantitative empirical research has been conducted with the 
purpose of exploring cross-regional variation in patterns of conflict 
and war. 

This chapter examines data-based research on war-prone regions 
(references listed in appendix 2, table A.3). The initial section of the 
chapter focuses on simple comparisons between geographic regions in 
terms of the frequency of crises, subwar disputes, and wars, as well 
as inter-regional comparisons of processes of militarized dispute 
contagion. The second section explores evidence relating to intra- 
regional patterns of conflict and war that may be dependent upon 
spatial heterogeneity, population pressure, polarity, and normative 
constraints. The third section of the chapter examines evidence of 
war contagion as it pertains to patterns of intra-regional conflict 
behavior. Both spatial and temporal distances are incorporated as 
factors in a possible contagion process. The final section examines 
evidence of intra-regional cycles of war. Although there is some 
overlap with Europe-centered theories of cycles in global warfare, 
evidence relating specifically to more narrowly defined regional 
conflicts is the primary focus here. The majority of data-based 
studies on war cycles, contagion/diffusion processes, polarity, and 
norms is conducted at the systemic level of analysis and will be 
discussed in chapter 6. 
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Comparisons 

Quantitative empirical studies of the frequencies of wars, crises, and 
militarized disputes have provided a simple means of comparing the 
conflict tendencies of different geographical regions. While many of 
these studies focus on the post-World War II period, a small number 
of data sets (Correlates of War [COW] /Militarized Interstate Dispute 
[MID]) permit comparisons reaching back to the beginning of the 
nineteenth century. A brief review of the findings identifies the 
regions that have suffered the highest frequencies of conflicts and 
wars. 


Comparisons 

Kende (1978) examines the set of all wars occurring in the inter¬ 
national system between 1945 and 1976. The category of "war" 
includes international, intra-national, and tribal conflicts. For the 120 
wars in Kende's data set during the 1945-1976 period, the most war- 
prone regions were the Middle East and Asia (each with approxi¬ 
mately 29 percent of the total wars), followed by Latin America 
(approximately 19 percent), Africa (approximately 17 percent), and 
Europe (approximately 5 percent). Kende also examines the 49 wars 
that occurred between 1967 and 1976 - the latest period in his data set 
- and reports that the Middle East was the most war-prone region 
(with approximately 35 percent of the total number of conflicts), 
followed by Africa (approximately 29 percent), Asia (approximately 
25 percent), Latin America (approximately 10 percent), and Europe 
(approximately 2 percent). 

Eckhardt and Azar (1978a, 1978b) examine the distributions of 
conflictual and cooperative interstate events, rather than inter- and 
intra-national wars, for the period between 1945 and 1975 using 
information from the Conflict and Peace Data Bank (COPDAB). They 
report that on a per-nation basis, the number of conflict-years is lower 
than expected in both Europe and Latin America, and higher than 
expected in the Middle East and Asia. These conflict rankings are 
similar to Kende's war rankings for the same temporal period. With 
regard to cooperative events, Eckhardt and Azar note that on a per- 
nation basis, there was proportionately more cooperation in North 
America, West Europe, and East Europe, whereas less cooperation on 
a proportionate basis was manifest in Asia, Southeast Asia, and sub- 
Saharan Africa. 
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Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1982) and Brecher (1984), using data from 
the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) Project, provide comparative 
information on the characteristics of regional crises, as well as their 
distributional frequencies for the period between 1945 and 1975. 
Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1982:383) define an "international crisis" as a 
situation developing either internal or external to the state that: (1) 
creates perceptions in decisionmakers of threat to basic values; (2) 
provides limited decision-time; and (3) has a high probability of 
military hostilities. With these criteria, they identify 90 crises for the 
temporal period. As with Kende, and with Eckhardt and Azar, the 
highest frequency in the Brecher and Wilkenfeld study was noted for 
the Middle East (26 crises), followed by Southern Asia (15), Africa 
(13), and Central and South America (13). Less than 10 crises each 
were recorded for East Asia (8), Central and Eastern Europe (7), 
Southern Europe (5), and Western and Northern Europe (3). Brecher 
(1984) reports on the characteristics of these interstate conflicts and 
notes that East-West crises were usually triggered verbally or by 
nonviolent events, were dealt with by verbal negotiations, and were 
terminated informally. In contrast, Middle Eastern and South Asian 
crises were triggered by violent events that threatened the territory of 
participants, involved the use of violence or war, and were terminated 
by formal agreements. In sum, the Brecher study points toward the 
relative conflict-proneness of the Middle East and Asia for the post- 
World War II period. 

Bremer (1982), using COW data, extends the temporal period of 
analysis to the beginning of the twentieth century (1900-1976) while 
raising the issue of conflict contagion. His examination includes all 
militarized interstate disputes ("coercive behavior" disputes) and 
compares regional disputes-per-month with a Poisson distribution in 
order to determine if intra-regional conflict is contagious. He con¬ 
cludes that all regions, with the exception of South America, show 
evidence of internal contagion in the use of coercive behavior. Hou- 
weling and Kune (1984) also examine contagion - but in this case for 
wars. Using the COW database for the period between 1816 and 1980, 
they report that the number of war outbreaks for every geographical 
region, except the Western Hemisphere, is not random over time. In a 
related study (COW database 1816-1980), Houweling and Siccama 
(1985) report that the outbreak of war in both Europe and Asia shows 
significant space-time interaction (contagiousness), whereas this 
process appears absent in the Western Hemisphere and Middle East. 


99 



Nations at war 


The most extensive study of the comparative conflict-proneness of 
regions over time is by Gochman and Maoz (1984). As a component 
of their report on the distributions within the MID database, they 
provide inter-regional comparisons for the period between 1816 and 
1976. Gochman and Maoz (1984:604) note that from 1816 to the 
conclusion of World War I in 1918, the highest frequencies of 
militarized disputes were, respectively, European, "extra-regional" 
(involving states from different regions), and in the Americas. Since 
most of the extra-regional disputes involved major powers "engaging 
states outside the major powers' regions, almost all militarized 
interstate disputes prior to 1919 were products of American and 
European politics." Regarding post-1945 dispute patterns, Gochman 
and Maoz (1984:604-606) note: 

[P]articularly after World War II . . . Asia and the Middle East have 
become the most conflict-prone regions . . .; Europe has been the 
least conflict prone . . . Turning to the question of the severity of 
disputes in the different regions . . ., we find that the use of force has 
been least prominent in European disputes (62.1% involved some 
use of force) and most prominent in Middle Eastern disputes (91.7%). 
However, the reverse has been true with regard to the resort to war: 
Europe has been the most war prone (15.7% of all disputes) and the 
Middle East (5.0%), the Americas (4.9%), and Africa the least war 
prone. 

Gochman and Maoz interpret these post-World War II distributions to 
reflect differences in capabilities: minor powers, with capability con¬ 
straints, more frequently use force short-of-war, whereas major 
powers have the capabilities to engage in war with greater ease. 


Summary 

The Gochman and Maoz (1984) findings are unique in terms of 
temporal span - producing inter-regional comparisons over a period 
of almost two centuries. Their findings with regard to frequencies of 
militarized interstate disputes from 1816 to 1945 conform to expecta¬ 
tions: most conflicts involved the European major powers and the 
United States. In the post-1945 period - on a per-state basis - the 
Middle East, Asia, and Africa become the most conflict-prone. Hence, 
the weight of conflict events has shifted from the older regional 
subsystems of Europe and America in the nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries, to the newer regional subsystems of Africa, the 
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Middle East, and Asia in the post-1945 period. 1 The Gochman and 
Maoz post-World War II distributions are consistent with other 
studies involving shorter temporal periods. It may be concluded that 
regional subsystems display considerable variation in patterns of 
conflict and war, with the newer subsystems experiencing compara¬ 
tively more intra-regional violence than the older subsystems. 2 

1 Weede (1996b:132ff) contends that the conflict-proneness of these Third World regions 
in the post-1945 period was due to the absence of "Pax Atomica," "Pax Democratica," 
and "Pax Sovietica," and Singer and Wildavsky (1993) suggest that the bifurcation of 
conflict patterns will persist well into the twenty-first century. They argue that the 
world is currently divided into "zones of peace, wealth, and democracy" and "zones 
of turmoil, war, and development." The former zones include Western Europe, the 
United States, Canada, Japan, and the Antipodes; the latter zones encompass the 
territory of the former Soviet Union, Eastern and Southeastern Europe, Africa, Asia, 
and Latin America. The basic thesis presented by Singer and Wildavsky is that the 
zones of peace will be nonviolent due to the low probability of wars between the 
democratic states that inhabit them. They argue that political relationships among 
these democratic countries will not be influenced by relative military capabilities and 
that hostile alliance systems between states in the zones of peace will not coalesce. In 
sum, states in these areas of the world will be internally peaceful, will engage in 
nonviolent relations with other developed democracies, and will remain liberal and 
progressive. The projection of life within the zones of turmoil is quite different. In 
these zones, political relationships will be determined by relative power, the suffering 
of mass populations will be the norm, and large-scale systematic violence will be a 
constant threat. In short, the zones of turmoil will be characterized by "wars and 
revolutions, . . . mass murders, famines, and epidemics caused by governments or by 
wars" (Singer and Wildavsky 1993:38). 

Holsti (1995) also discusses zones of war and peace. However, unlike Singer and 
Wildavsky, Holsti postulates that it is peaceful relations among groups within states, 
rather than democratic government, per se, that produces peaceful relations between 
states. He argues that "strong states" - characterized by peaceful inter-group and 
state-group relations, governmental legitimacy, and consensus on the objectives of 
governance - are necessary for creating zones of peace. As Holsti (1995:334) notes: 

It follows that regions populated by large numbers of weak and/or failing states will be 
zones of war, areas of high incidence of both internal and interstate armed conflicts, 
while regions containing large numbers of states of medium strength will be no-war 
zones. There may be frequent militarized crises, arms competition, and ad hoc alliance- 
making, but the incidence of internal wars will be relatively low, and the incidence of 
interstate wars negligible. South America since the early twentieth century fits this 
profile. Finally, regions containing a predominance of strong states will be "pluralistic 
security communities," where both internal and interstate wars will be almost unthink¬ 
able. Western Europe since 1945, North America since the 1920s, and the South Pacific 
region concentrated on Australia and New Zealand, fit this pattern. 

Holsti argues that the democratic peace thesis is insufficient as an explanation for the 
absence of wars, and offers South America as an example of a no-war zone where 
there has been a notable lack of democracy for extended periods over the last century. 
See Russett and Ray (1995:320-321) for a discussion on this last point. 

2 Mearsheimer (1990) and Kennedy (1993) are less optimistic regarding the prospects 
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Attributes 

Aggregate system-level behaviors have been explained on the reduc¬ 
tionist basis of the attributes of the units comprising the system and 
on the basis of the attributes of the system itself. While the principal 
focus of many recent data-based studies is on the effects of attributes 
of the international system (e.g., polarity, alliances, norms, etc.) on 
system-level patterns of war and peace, some analyses have examined 
the effects of these factors on a regional (or subsystemic) level. The 
following section discusses a number of regional studies dealing with 
the conflict effects of spatial dependence/heterogeneity, population 
density, subsystem polarity, and norms opposing the use of force. 

Spatial dependence/heterogeneity 

O'Loughlin and Anselin (1991) examine the patterns of conflictual 
and cooperative behaviors (COPDAB) for 42 African nations in terms 
of national attributes, spatial dependence, and spatial heterogeneity 
for the years 1966 through 1978. The national attribute set includes 
geographic size, regime-type, level of social mobilization, trade 
volume, military expenditures, location in a "shatterbelt," 3 and the 

for European peace in the post-CoId War world. For example, Mearsheimer 
(1990:142-143) suggests that the next few decades in Europe will probably not be as 
violent as the first 45 years of the twentieth century, but will be "substantially more 
prone to violence than the past 45 years." His thesis rests on the transformation of 
Europe from a bipolar system (under superpower domination) to a multipolar system 
with five major states (Russia, Germany, France, Britain, and Italy) plus a number of 
minor powers. As Mearsheimer notes: "The resulting system would suffer the 
problems common to multipolar systems, and would therefore be more prone to . . . 
wars and major crises. Power inequalities could also appear; if so, stability would be 
undermined further." Kennedy's (1993:251-253) projections for the European region 
focus less on capability differentials and more on ethnic and economic schisms. In 
Eastern Europe and in the territory of the former Soviet Union, ethnic divisions have 
already led to violence. Kennedy suggests that in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, 
Romania, Hungary, Turkey, Greece, and Macedonia, internal and external war is a 
strong possibility. Moreover, the deteriorating economic condition in the countries of 
the former Soviet Union and in Romania has exacerbated the pressures leading to 
mass migration of populations already set in motion by the Yugoslav civil war. 

3 "Shatterbelts" (Cohen 1973, 1982) are geographic areas where indigenous cultural, 
religious, and political schisms are aggravated by the intervention of external major 
powers attracted by the economic or strategic significance of the region. For example, 
the Middle East and Southeast Asia were areas of superpower competition in the 
post-World War II period. In an empirical test (COW database) of the shatterbelt 
thesis, Kelly (1986) reports that in the twentieth century almost 80 percent of major 
power wars have been conducted in shatterbelt areas. However, he argues that the 
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date of independence. The spatial analysis focuses on the effects of 
dependence (diffusion) and heterogeneity (differentiation of national 
characteristics). O'Loughlin and Anselm's results indicate that African 
states interact primarily with their immediate neighbors, and that 
either conflictual or cooperative behavior "beyond that [contiguous] 
level is rare and insignificant for the African system as a whole" 
(1991:58). They conclude that both spatial dependence (through 
border contact) and spatial heterogeneity are present in the African 
subsystem and should be taken into account in studies of this region's 
behavior. 

Population density 

Bremer, Singer and Luterbacher (1973) examine the war-proneness of 
the European state subsystem for the period between 1816 and 1965 in 
terms of population density and urbanization measures (COW data¬ 
base). Population pressures that threaten to outstrip available re¬ 
sources have been offered as political explanations for expansionist 
foreign policies in Europe and Asia in the 1930s: the geopolitical work 
of Karl Haushofer exemplifies this view (Dorpalen 1942; Whittlesey 
1966; Sloan 1988). However, Bremer, Singer and Luterbacher report 
that at the level of the European interstate subsystem, an indicator of 
population pressure (density) and two indicators of war (total deaths 
from war and total deaths from intra-European war) were negatively 
associated; although other measures of "crowding" revealed positive 
relationships to war-proneness, none of the correlations was statisti¬ 
cally significant. The authors conclude that for the European state 
subsystem, population density and levels of urbanization do not 
account for patterns of regional war. 

Polarity 

Hopf (1991) attempts to test Waltz's (1979) thesis regarding the 
inherently greater stability of bipolar systems over multipolar power 
configurations using data for European nations from 1495 to 1559. 
According to Hopf's (1991:479) calculations, the European subsystem 
was multipolar (six major powers) from 1495 to 1521 and bipolar (two 
major powers) from 1521 to 1559. The results of the analysis indicate 
that for the European region during that period, the amount of 


propensities toward violent conflict in such areas exist independently of external 
intervention. 
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warfare is roughly equivalent irrespective of polarity. Hopf offers an 
alternative explanation for patterns of war based on the shifting 
balance of advantage between offensive and defensive forces: advan¬ 
tages of defense over offense minimize the occurrence of warfare and 
enhance the stability of the system. 

Norms 

Kegley and Raymond (1986) explore the effects of normative con¬ 
straints on the use of force in patterns of militarized disputes for the 
European subsystem between 1815 and 1980 (COW database and 
Transnational Rules Indicator Project [TRIP] data). Their results in¬ 
dicate that normative constraints on the use of force fluctuate over 
time, and they provide a focused comparison of two periods - the 
Mettemichean Concert of 1816 to 1848 and the Bismarckian Concert of 
1849 to 1870 - with the period between 1816 and 1848 manifesting 
high constraints and the period between 1849 and 1870 manifesting 
low constraints. Although both periods experienced roughly the same 
number of serious disputes, none of the disputes escalated into wars 
during the (high-constraint) Mettemichean Concert, whereas the post- 
Mettemichean period exhibits four wars between major powers. 
However, Kegley and Raymond note that such constraining norma¬ 
tive orders are rare, short-lived, and exceptionally fragile. 

Summary 

Quantitative empirical studies of specific regional subsystems have 
yielded interesting results in the area of conflict and war. O'Loughlin 
and Anselin (1991) demonstrate that within the African subsystem 
states principally interact with immediate neighbors and that conflic- 
tual or cooperative behavior with more distant states is rare. They also 
report evidence of the spatial dependence (diffusion) of behavior 
through border contact within the African context. 

The remaining studies in this section focused on the European state 
subsystem - the most economically and technologically advanced 
region of the world over the last five centuries. Hopf (1991) reports the 
lack of a substantive connection between European subsystem polar¬ 
ity and warfare for the period 1495-1559, and suggests that fluctua¬ 
tion in war-proneness is due instead to shifts in advantage between 
offensive and defensive forces. 

Bremer, Singer and Luterbacher (1973) examine the possible connec¬ 
tion between population pressure and warfare for the European state 
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subsystem in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Despite the 
historical use of this issue as a justification for expansionist foreign 
policies, the evidence within the European context reveals no substan¬ 
tive statistical relationship between these variables. Lastly, Kegley and 
Raymond (1986) explore the conflict effects of normative constraints 
on the use of force in the European subsystem. The findings in their 
study suggest a limited ability of nonviolent norms to reduce the 
frequency of wars, although they note that such constraining inter¬ 
national orders tend to be rare and ephemeral. In sum, these studies 
suggest that attributes of certain geographic regions affect patterns of 
conflict and war. 4 In some contexts, the integration of specific regional 
attributes with more general factors associated with conflict may be 
necessary in the construction of an accurate explanation of regional 
war. 


Contagion 

The possible "contagion" or "diffusion" of international conflict, 
whether in the form of war or less serious modes of dispute, 
constitutes an interesting theoretical and empirical question in the 
study of international politics. The issue of contagion/diffusion pro¬ 
cesses in various forms of domestic conflict constitutes a closely 
related area of research (e.g., Spilerman 1970; Lieberson and Sil¬ 
verman 1965; Midlarsky 1970, 1978; Midlarsky, Crenshaw and 

4 Huntington (1993) has proposed that attributes cutting across regions may provide a 
focal point for future conflict. Specifically, he suggests that the "fault lines between 
civilizations" are becoming the critical areas of violence and war as the political and 
ideological forces of the Cold War disappear. In essence, Huntington argues that the 
1,300-year-old military interaction between Western Christianity and Islam is likely to 
dominate international politics for the foreseeable future. According to Huntington 
(1993:30-31) the most significant fault line 

runs along what are now the boundaries between Finland and Russia and between the 
Baltic states and Russia, cuts through Belarus and Ukraine . . ., swings westward 
separating Transylvania from the rest of Romania, and then goes through Yugoslavia 
almost exactly along the line now separating Croatia and Slovenia from the rest of 
Yugoslavia . . . The peoples to the north and west of this line are Protestant or Catholic 
. . .; they are generally economically better off than the peoples to the east . . . The 
peoples to the east and south of this line are Orthodox or Muslim . . .; they are generally 
less advanced economically; they seem much less likely to develop stable democratic 
political systems. 

Although Huntington allows that conflict and violence may occur between or within 
states comprising the same civilization, he argues that these conflicts are likely to be 
less intense and less expansive than cross-civilization conflicts. 
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Yoshida 1980; Li and Thompson 1975). These studies - dealing with 
the spread of domestic violence within national boundaries as well as 
the spread of domestic violence across national boundaries - treat 
conflict as both “cause" and "effect." The question at issue is whether 
there is something about an act of violence that makes the subsequent 
occurrence of violence in other areas more or less probable. The 
metaphors used in these analyses tend to be drawn from medicine 
(contagion) or from physical processes (diffusion). At the national 
level, the issue involves the spread of internal violence; at the level of 
interstate relations it involves the spread of war. Yet another related 
area of research involves questions of "addiction" or "reinforcement;" 
specifically these processes refer to the probability that a war engage¬ 
ment by a nation will lead to another war engagement by the same 
nation (e.g., Most and Starr 1980; Gamham 1983; Levy and Morgan 
1986). An examination of system-level war-contagion processes will 
be presented in chapter 6. This section will focus on a set of 
quantitative empirical studies that involve contagion/diffusion pro¬ 
cesses at the regional level of analysis. 

Contagion/diffusion 

Bremer (1982) examines regional patterns of coercive interstate 
behavior (involving the threat or use of force [COW database]) for the 
period between 1900 and 1976 by means of Poisson distribution 
models. He finds little evidence of inter-regional coercive contagion, 
but strong evidence that coercive behavior is contagious intra-region- 
ally. In a related study, Faber, Houweling and Siccama (1984) analyze 
the spatial and temporal distances between wars (COW database) 
within five regions of the world for the period extending from 1816 to 
1980. In addition to interstate and extra-systemic wars, they also 
include civil wars in the data analysis. The "spatial distance" between 
wars is defined as the geographical distance between locations of 
successive wars; "temporal distance" is defined as the time-lapse 
between successive wars. The Faber, Houweling and Siccama findings 
indicate that the location and timing of previous conflicts have 
positive and significant effects on subsequent war location and timing 
only within each region. They conclude that war outbreaks are not 
contagious across space (between regions) but are clustered in space 
and time (within regions). These findings are consistent with Bremer's 
(1982) conclusions. 

Houweling and Siccama (1985) subsequently produce a more 
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detailed analysis of space-time interaction within specific regions. 
Using the COW database (1816-1980) on interstate, extra-systemic, 
and civil wars for the five geographic regions of Europe, Western 
Hemisphere, Middle East, Asia, and Africa, Houweling and Siccama 
report no evidence of worldwide contagion of interstate war but 
significant space-time interaction (contagion) in the outbreak of 
regional war for both Europe and Asia. 

Three other analyses relevant to regional contagion focus on Africa. 
Two of these studies are by Starr and Most (1983, 1985), the third is by 
Kirby and Ward (1987). Starr and Most include the factor of "borders” 
in their examination of contagion/diffusion processes in the African 
region. The studies cover the temporal periods of 1960-1972 and 
1960-1977 (with five-year lags) and utilize data from Kende (1978) 
and from the COPDAB Project. Their results indicate that nations with 
wars on their borders have a higher probability of engaging in war in 
a subsequent time period than do nations without border wars. Starr 
and Most conclude that war in Africa tends to diffuse spatially across 
states through common borders. 

Kirby and Ward (1987) also produce a spatial analysis of African 
conflict. The period covered by their study is from 1948 to 1978 with 
data drawn from the COPDAB Project. Their findings are consistent 
with those of Starr and Most: specifically, Kirby and Ward note that 
hostile interactions between African states are significantly affected by 
existing conflicts among bordering nations. 

Summary 

The results of the six studies summarized in this section suggest that a 
militarized conflict or war contagion/diffusion process operates at the 
regional level. The analyses by Bremer (1982), Faber, Houweling and 
Siccama (1984), and Houweling and Siccama (1985) explore the 
probabilities of both inter- and intra-regional contagion - and con¬ 
clude that conflict spreads within but not across geographical regions. 
The Starr and Most (1983, 1985) and Kirby and Ward (1987) studies 
focus on the African region alone. Their conclusions suggest that 
border contact increases the probability of war contagion. 

Hower and Zinnes (1989:3) express reservations to this apparent 
consensus. They note that for a "contagion" process to occur, the 
second conflict event must involve a different nation than the states 
which were involved in the initial event. Moreover, they argue that 
some contact must be shown to have existed between the nations 
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through which the contagion process supposedly operated. The 
studies by Starr and Most and by Kirby and Ward meet the "contact" 
criterion more closely than the Faber et al. and Bremer research 
designs, although Hower and Zinnes (1989:3) allow that nations in the 
same region may be presumed "to have contact with one another." In 
sum, on the basis of the evidence reviewed here, it is concluded that 
conflict contagion does occur on a regional basis. 5 

Cycles 

This section will examine a number of studies relevant to the issue of 
cycles of conflict and war in geographical regions. The thesis of 
periodicities in great power war is most commonly associated with 
the work of Modelski (e.g., 1983) and Thompson (e.g., 1988), although 
Gilpin (1981) and Wallerstein (1984), among others, also discuss cycles 
of war among the strongest states in the international system. Despite 
the fact that the states in the European subsystem are the most 
prominent international actors in the post-1648 period, these cyclical 
explanations of war are not limited to particular geographical regions. 
For example, Gilpin discusses a cycle of pre-modem empires, fol¬ 
lowed by a cycle of rising and declining hegemonic powers. Waller¬ 
stein also identifies cycles of hegemonic succession that are linked to 
changes in world economic production. Modelski is the most specific, 
positing 100-year cycles of world leadership beginning in the fifteenth 
century. These theories account for hegemonic struggles that have 
moved beyond the European context. 6 The focus of the following 
analysis is on a set of quantitative studies of cycles that are specifically 
addressed to regional conflict, although they implicitly or explicitly 
incorporate elements of systemic-level theories. 

Cycles 

Farrar (1977) explores the possibility of cycles of war in the European 
state subsystem for the period between 1494 and 1973. Drawing on 
data from Wright ([1942], 1964), Farrar identifies three types of war: 
"probing" war (i.e., minimal violence causing little change), "ad¬ 
justing" war (i.e., moderate violence but does not threaten the status 

5 For literature reviews and opposing interpretations of the evidence on this subject, see 
Hower and Zinnes (1989) and Most, Starr and Siverson (1989). 

6 See Goldstein (1988), Thompson (1988), and Levy (1991) for discussion of cycles in 
global politics. See chapter 6 on this subject. 
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hierarchy), and "hegemonic" war (i.e., massive violence that threatens 
or alters the hierarchy). Farrar concludes that these wars occur in a 
sequential pattern - probing, adjusting, and hegemonic wars tend to 
follow in that order. In sum, Farrar describes the war dynamic of the 
European state subsystem as first testing, then adjusting, and then 
fundamentally altering the hierarchical order. The complete cycle of 
war-types runs for approximately 100 years and is repeated four times 
during the period between 1494 and 1973. 

Thompson (1996) examines the power transition hypothesis (Or- 
ganski 1958; Organski and Kugler 1980) for the European state 
subsystem in terms of a modified long cycle mechanism. Specifically, 
he posits that wars are more probable when a rising regional 
challenger catches up with and then passes a declining regional 
leader. Two contests are relevant in this portion of his analysis: France 
versus Spain (1490-1690), and Germany versus France (1820-1940). 
The sole index of regional leadership is the relative size of the army. 
Thompson reports moderate empirical support for his hypothesis, 
with approximately 57 percent of the 14 cases of transitions associated 
with the outbreak of war, in comparison to the 23 percent (47 cases/ll 
wars) linked to non-transition intervals. However, he notes that there 
is no evidence of regular, spaced, repetitive cycles in these regional 
conflicts and concludes that regional, global, and regional-global 
capability transitions interact to produce the long cycles of global 
warfare. 


Equilibrium 

Midlarsky (1984) develops an equilibrium explanation of conflict 
behavior which posits that a balance (equilibrium) in the number of 
militarized disputes begun and ended in a given time period will be 
associated with the absence of systemic war. His analysis covers the 
European state subsystem for the period between 1816 and 1914 
(COW database) and his findings indicate significant differences 
between the nineteenth-century pattern of conflict behavior (which 
did not result in widespread warfare), and the pattern in the early 
twentieth century (which did lead to extensive warfare). Specifically, 
Midlarsky reports an overall equilibrium in the onset and conclusion 
of militarized disputes in the nineteenth century that was absent in 
the twentieth century. Midlarsky concludes his analysis by relating 
the instability of the European conflict equilibrium in the early 
twentieth century to Modelski's theory of long cycles of global war. 
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Summary 

The analyses reviewed in this section produce mixed results on the 
issue of regional cycles of war. All three studies focused on the 
European state subsystem - albeit with substantially different popula¬ 
tions and time periods. Farrar reports European war cycles of roughly 
100 years beginning in 1494; Thompson concludes that regional power 
transitions are moderately related to war, but that no regular cycles 
are evident at the level of the European region; and Midlarsky notes 
an equilibrium in the frequency of onset and termination of nine¬ 
teenth-century European disputes that breaks down in the first 
decade of the twentieth century - an instability which he associates 
with the outbreak of global war. If evidence in support of long cycles 
of global war is included here (e.g., Modelski 1983; Thompson 1988) 
as a principally European-based phenomenon, then the hypothesis of 
cyclical wars beginning in the late fifteenth century gains a modicum 
of support. However, long cycle theory is not Europe-specific, and its 
most convincing evidence is based on measures of leadership shares 
of the global pool of sea power - a pool which includes (at times) a 
number of non-European nations. Thompson's (1996) findings on 
power transitions and war on the European continent suggests a 
mechanism of conflict, but he notes that cycles of war are not apparent 
in this regional data. 

Evaluation 

Over the last two centuries, major powers rather than minor powers 
have been the most dispute-prone states (Gochman and Maoz 1984); 
major powers have also been the most probable war participants 
(Bremer 1980; Small and Singer 1982; Eberwein 1982); and major 
powers rather than minor powers are most likely to engage in 
"severe" wars as measured by battle-deaths (Geller 1988). As a result 
- at least since 1816 - members of the European state subsystem have 
been involved in a disproportionately large number of destructive 
interstate and extra-regional wars. In the decades since 1945, however, 
regional shifts in the frequencies of interstate conflict activity have 
become evident. In the post-World War II period (following the break¬ 
down of the colonial empires) the newer regional subsystems of Asia, 
the Middle East, and Africa now account for roughly half of all 
militarized interstate disputes. Since capabilities appear to be strongly 
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related to war behavior, it may be projected that as the capacity of 
these new states to conduct military operations increases, their 
frequencies of war will also increase. 

In terms of intra-regional behavior patterns, O'Loughlin and 
Anselin (1991) demonstrate that most interaction within the African 
subsystem is among contiguous states, with little contact (either 
conflictual or cooperative) among distant states. They also report 
evidence of the spatial diffusion of behavior. These tendencies, when 
linked with increasing military capabilities, may be expected to lead 
toward increased conflict and war on the African continent. A similar 
dynamic may also operate in the Middle East and Asia. 

The implications of the findings on the European state subsystem 
are less clear. Bremer, Singer and Luterbacher (1973) report no 
substantive evidence of a relationship between population pressure 
and warfare in the European context for the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries. However, the disruptive effects of the mass migration of 
populations from the less developed to the more developed regions of 
the world is a component of a number of recent trend analyses (e.g., 
Kennedy 1993). Hopf (1991) provides limited evidence from the 
European region of a decrease in war frequency linked to an increase 
in the military advantage of defensive forces over offensive forces. It 
has been argued that this thesis, when applied to nuclear weapons, 
suggests that the spread of secure, second-strike capabilities may 
reduce the utility of war as an instrument of foreign policy (e.g., 
Quester 1977; Waltz 1981, 1990; Bueno de Mesquita and Riker 1982). 
Mearsheimer (1990) specifically suggests that the managed prolifera¬ 
tion of nuclear weapons in Europe may provide the best deterrent to 
future war in the region. 7 The study by Kegley and Raymond (1986) 
on the effectiveness of normative constraints on the use of force is less 
sanguine. Their findings indicate the limited efficacy of norms con¬ 
straining the use of violence and the occurrence of war in the 
European subsystem between 1816 and 1870. They specifically note 
the fragility and brevity of such international normative orders. 

The thesis regarding the "contagiousness" of conflict and war on an 
mfra-regional basis is supported by the evidence. Despite the apparent 
absence of such a relationship at the infer-regional level, a space-time 

7 This argument also is made in the context of Middle Eastern regional war by Rosen 
(1977). For a discussion of the issue of nuclear weapons and deterrence within the 
context of the Cold War - and the difficulty of extrapolating from those patterns into 
the future - see Kegley and Raymond (1994:38-45). 


Ill 



Nations at war 

conflict diffusion/contagion process appears to operate within geo¬ 
graphic regions. 

In conclusion, there is cumulative evidence regarding the difference 
in patterns of conflict and war across geographic regions. Proportional 
shifts in the distribution of militarized disputes have occurred from 
the pre-1945 to the post-1945 period, with the newer regional sub¬ 
systems exhibiting greater conflict tendencies than in the past. Intra- 
regional processes of conflict diffusion have influenced these patterns, 
and increasing military capabilities in the newer regional subsystems 
may be expected to further exacerbate their conflict potential. 
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Introduction 

In 1961, Singer noted that the analysis of the international system 
provides the most comprehensive level for the study of interstate 
relations. He observed that formation and dissolution of alliances, 
shifting capability distributions among major powers, and the effec¬ 
tiveness of international organizations and norms all could be sub¬ 
sumed within system-level study. However, 30 years later, Wayman 
and Singer (1991) state that the production of substantive data-based 
findings on associations between system-level characteristics and war 
has been less successful than dyadic-level studies. While this observa¬ 
tion is valid, it is nevertheless possible to extract a series of consistent 
and cumulative empirical findings on war from the quantitative 
literature on international systems (references listed in appendix 2, 
table A.4). Many of the difficulties associated with early systemic-level 
studies stemmed from conceptual ambiguity in the construction of 
measures or the misspecification of variables. However, these prob¬ 
lems do not fundamentally detract from the set of important observa¬ 
tions on the factors associated with war-prone international systems. 


Polarity/alliance 

The literature of international politics is rife with discussions on the 
effects of the "polarity" of the international system on war. Unfortu¬ 
nately, due to the ambiguity of the concept of polarity and the 
multiple ways in which it can be operationalized, confusion rather 
than clarity has characterized the debate. The essence of this confusion 
involves the question of whether the polarity of the international 


113 



Nations at war 


system is determined by the number of major states or by the number 
of distinct clusters of states emerging from the configuration of 
alliances. For example, should a system with five major states that 
have coalesced into two opposing alliances be categorized as multi¬ 
polar or bipolar? For the purposes of classifying data-based studies in 
this area, the following terminology will be used: the polarity of the 
international system is determined by the number of major actors. 
Possible configurations include unipolarity (one dominant state), bipo¬ 
larity (two major states of approximately equal capabilities), and 
multipolarity (three or more major states of approximately equal 
capabilities). 1 As Snyder and Diesing (1977:420) assert: 

"poles" . . . are states, not alliances or "blocs" of states. Alliances and 
blocs are types of relations between states in the system that are 
influenced by the prevailing structure but do not constitute that 
structure. Thus the rough equality between the two alliances prior to 
1914 did not make the system bipolar, nor did the loosening of the 
U.S. and Soviet blocs during the 1960s and early 1970s make that 
system multipolar. 

Alliance configuration has often been discussed in terms of the 
polarization of the international system. For example, Kegley and 
Raymond (1994:54-55) argue that: 

whereas polarity pertains to the distribution of power [the number of 
major states], polarization refers to the propensity of countries to 
cluster in alliance . . . Thus a system with multiple power centers can 
be said to be moving toward a greater degree of polarization if its 
members gradually form two separate blocs whose interactions with 
others are characterized by increasing levels of conflict while the 
interactions among themselves become more cooperative. 

Alliance configuration, like the number of major states (polarity), is 
viewed as a factor that affects uncertainty, and therefore the outbreak 
of war (Flower and Zinnes 1989:8). In both instances, opposing 
theoretical schools have developed regarding the war effects of the 
number of major actors and the formation or configuration of 
alliances. For example, some analysts argue that unipolar systems 
should be the least war-prone of the various system structures (e.g., 
Organski 1958; Gilpin 1981; Modelski 1983; Wallerstein 1984; 
Thompson 1988), while others maintain that this characteristic should 
inhere in bipolar systems (e.g.. Waltz 1979:174-177) or in multipolar 

1 See Waltz (1979:161-169) for a discussion of bipolar and multipolar system structures. 
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structures (e.g., Morgenthau [1948], 1967:332-335). 2 Similar arguments 
exist with regard to alliances. Specifically, some theorists suggest that 
alliances deter war by maintaining military equilibrium (e.g., Holsti, 
Hopmann and Sullivan 1973), whereas others argue that alliances 
may increase tension, generate counter-coalitions, and raise the prob¬ 
ability of war (e.g., Jervis 1976). As in the case of dyadic capability 
distributions (e.g., parity or preponderance), the war effects of polarity 
and alliance hinge, in part, on their roles in either enhancing or 
reducing uncertainty: unipolarity and firm alliances may reduce the 
level of uncertainty for decisionmakers, 3 but whether this decreases 
the probability of war by reducing misperception or increases the 
probability of war by simplifying an aggressor's calculations remains 
indeterminate (Levy 1989b:235). 

Polarity 

Explanations regarding polarity and war range from the "stable 
order" imposed by the dominant state in a unipolar system (e.g., 
Organski 1958; Modelski 1972; Gilpin 1981), to "balanced power" in a 
bipolar configuration (e.g. Waltz 1979), to "flexibility in alignment" in 
multipolar systems (e.g., Deutsch and Singer 1964; Morgenthau 
[1948], 1967). Data-based evidence, however, is mixed. 

Mansfield (1988) examines international wars over the period from 
1495 to 1980 and reports that the mean number of wars initiated per 

2 Midlarsky (1988:44-78) examines both mathematically and historically the multiple 
issues inherent in these opposing positions. See James (1995) for a discussion of extant 
theory on the war effects of system-level variables. 

3 Both Blainey (1973) and Snyder and Diesing (1977) argue that ambiguity in alliance 
commitments can increase uncertainty. For example, Blainey (1973:65) describes this 
situation on the eve of World War I: 

In every capital city [decisionmakers] had to predict whether their own allies would 
support them, whether the allies of the enemy would join in the war, and whether 
uncommitted nations would fight, give economic aid, or remain aloof. 

Similarly, Snyder and Diesing (1977:430-431) note: 

Alliance considerations introduce complications into assessments of relative power by 
the direct protagonists in a crisis . . . [BJoth parties must calculate carefully the likely 
degree of allied support on both sides, since such support will be critical to the outcome. 
Negotiating positions and threat postures will be heavily affected by expectations about 
the interests and intentions of allies and other third parties. 

Although Snyder and Diesing argue that alliance commitments are more critical to 
war outcomes in multipolar systems than in bipolar systems, it is obvious that 
expectations of alliance behavior could easily influence war decisions in bipolar 
systems as well. See Paul (1994:31-33) for a discussion of alliance support and war 
calculations in asymmetric conflicts. Here, too, ambiguity in alliance commitments 
may affect patterns of war initiation for both stronger and weaker states. 
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year was higher during eras when a "hegemonic" state (unipolarity) 
dominated the system than during eras when hegemony was absent. 
However, both Thompson (1986) and Spiezio (1990) report opposite 
results for unipolarity. Thompson's analysis covers a period similar to 
Mansfield's (1494-1983 [COW database], Modelski and Thompson 
database), and specifies categories of bipolarity, multipolarity, and 
near-unipolarity, in addition to unipolarity. Thompson's evidence 
suggests that warfare was least likely to occur when the system was 
unipolar or near-unipolar; he also reports that bipolar and multipolar 
systems were equally war-prone. Spiezio's study covers the more 
limited temporal period of 1815-1939 (COW data) in terms of the 
rising and falling economic/military capability base of Great Britain. 
He reports that the size of Britain's capability base was negatively and 
significantly associated with the frequency of war in the international 
system and concludes that his findings support the unipolar thesis 
that conflict is inversely related to the capabilities of the hegemonic 
state. 

Brecher, James and Wilkenfeld (1990) and Wayman (1984) examine 
the effects of polarity in terms of international crises and war 
magnitude (i.e., total nation-months of war). The Brecher et al. analysis 
covers the temporal span of 1929-1985 (ICB database) for inter¬ 
national crises using system categories of bipolarity and multipolarity. 
They report that the mean number of international crises per year was 
higher for the bipolar period (1945-1962) than for the multipolar era 
(1929-1939). However, based on an analysis of major power crisis 
involvement, they conclude that bipolarity is a more "stable" struc¬ 
ture than multipolarity. Wayman (1984) examines the dependent 
variable of major power war magnitude for bipolar and multipolar 
periods over the years 1815-1965 (COW database). He reports that 
periods characterized by "power multipolarity" were much more 
likely to evidence high levels of war magnitude than were periods of 
"power bipolarity." These differences were statistically significant. 

Hopf (1991) and Levy (1984) examine the frequency, magnitude, 
and severity of wars using polarity (Hopf) and "system size" (Levy) 
as predictors. Hopf's database includes warfare in the European 
subsystem for the restricted temporal period of 1495-1559. The 
system is classified as multipolar for the years 1495-1520 and as 
bipolar for the years 1521-1559. Hopf reports that the amount of 
warfare during these two periods was essentially equivalent. He 
concludes that polarity has little relationship to patterns of war for the 
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historical period under examination. Levy (1984) explores a possible 
linear association between the number of great powers (system size) 
and war for the extended temporal span of 1495-1975. His findings 
coincide with those of Hopf; he reports that the frequency, magnitude, 
and severity of war in the international system is unrelated to the 
number of major powers in the system. 

The cumulative findings in the area of polarity and warfare are 
mixed. Aside from the evidence of Thompson (1986) and Spiezio 
(1990) on an inverse relationship between the presence of an hege¬ 
monic state (unipolarity) and warfare, other findings indicate high 
numbers of crises during bipolar periods (Brecher, James and Wilk- 
enfeld 1990) but lower war magnitudes than with multipolar systems. 
The study with the longest time-line and the most extensive set of war 
variables (Levy 1984) indicates the lack of a substantive linear relation¬ 
ship between the number of great powers and warfare. 

Alliances 

Quantitative empirical research in the area of alliances and warfare 
has produced a set of more consistent results than with system-level 
polarity and war. Three early studies by Singer and Small (1966,1968, 
1974) defined the problem and established the analytic model. Despite 
some conceptual ambiguity between alliance formation (aggregation), 
alliance configuration (polarization), and polarity (number of major 
states), the results of these analyses have been widely accepted. The 
basic hypothesis, simply stated, is: "The greater the number of alliance 
commitments in the system, the more war the system will experience" 
(Singer and Small 1968:251). The two early studies cover all nations 
for the period between 1815 and 1945; the third analysis extends the 
period to the years between 1815 and 1965 (COW database). Cate¬ 
gories of alliance commitments include defense pacts, neutrality 
pacts, and ententes. The results of all three studies indicate the lack of 
a substantive statistical correlation between system-level alliance 
formation (aggregation) and the frequency of war for the entire period 
under analysis. In a subsequent study, Bueno de Mesquita and 
Lalman (1988) examine the effects of alliances on the occurrence of 
major power war in Europe for the period between 1815 and 1965. 
They conclude that alliance configuration (polarization) among the 
strongest nations does not appear to affect the probability of warfare 
in the major power system. In sum, the frequency and occurrence of 
war is unrelated to system-level alliance formation or configuration. 
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Other analyses produce generally consistent evidence with regard 
to alliance effects on the seriousness {magnitude, severity, and dura¬ 
tion) of wars. Wallace (1973) examines war duration (nation-months 
of war) and war severity (battle-deaths) in terms of alliance polariza¬ 
tion for the years 1815-1964 (COW database). He reports a strong 
curvilinear relationship between alliance polarization and both war 
duration and severity: specifically, periods in which alliance clustering 
in the international system is either extremely high or extremely low 
are likely to be associated with wars of great duration and severity. 
Similarly, Bueno de Mesquita (1978) examines war duration as a 
function of alliance configuration for the years 1816 to 1965 (COW 
database) and reports a statistically significant positive correlation 
between alliance polarization and the duration of wars. Lastly, 
Wayman (1984) provides additional evidence of a connection between 
alliance configuration and the magnitude of major power war. Way- 
man's analysis covers the period between 1815 and 1965 for all wars 
in the major power system (COW database). He defines war magni¬ 
tude as the total nation-months of major power war involvement and 
reports that the clustering of major powers into two opposing 
alliances is significantly correlated with a subsequent increase in the 
magnitude of war. In sum, alliance polarization appears to be posi¬ 
tively associated with the magnitude, severity, and duration of war. 

Brecher, James and Wilkenfeld (1990) provide some insight into the 
crisis effects of alliance polarization. Using the ICB database for the 
years 1929-1985 and examining the frequency of international crises 
in periods with and without opposing alliance systems, they report 
the highest mean number of crises for system-periods characterized 
by polarized alliances. 

Levy's (1981) analysis of great power alliances and warfare for the 
period between 1495 and 1975 also produces some notable conclu¬ 
sions. He examines a possible connection between the number of 
great powers engaged in alliances and the "amount" (i.e., frequency, 
duration, extent, magnitude, severity, intensity, and concentration) of 
war, and he reports that periods of high great power alliance 
formation (number of alliances and number of powers forming 
alliances) are characterized by relatively low levels of warfare. With 
regard to the occurrence of war, Levy (1981: 610) concludes his 
analysis by noting that "for none of the last five centuries have wars 
generally been preceded by alliances," and he argues that there is no 
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apparent causal connection between great power alliance formation 
and the onset of war. 

Summary 

The results of data-based studies on polarity and warfare are mixed 
with no definitive linear pattern evident regarding unipolar, bipolar, 
and multipolar configurations and the occurrence of war. The only 
polar structure that appears to influence conflict probability is unipo¬ 
larity. At least part of the difficulty in identifying a stable pattern may 
be the result of an interaction effect between factors at multiple analytic 
levels, as the onset (occurrence/initiation) of major power warfare is 
determined less by the number of major powers than by the static and 
dynamic capability distributions and policy objectives among the 
strongest states themselves. More precisely, the onset of wars among 
major powers is heavily affected by their relative capabilities and by 
their orientation toward the status quo. Every international system 
possesses a hierarchy based on relative capabilities, and the extent of 
the capability differential between the leading state and potential 
challengers matters. If the hierarchy is clear, with the leading state in 
possession of a substantial capability advantage over its nearest 
potential rival, then the probability of action to rearrange the hierarch¬ 
ical order is likely to be low. However, if the capability advantage of the 
leading state is small or is eroding, other states may choose to attempt 
to alter the hierarchy. The challenges may be directed against the 
leading state or lesser states within an increasingly unstable inter¬ 
national order. This logic is found in the works of Organski, Modelski, 
Gilpin, Wallerstein, and others. Studies by Doran (1989), Geller (1992b, 
1996), and Houweling and Siccama (1993) have presented empirical 
analyses of these complex cross-level dynamics and indicate that 
changes in the hierarchical arrangement of major powers are associated 
statistically with the onset of great power warfare. 

In sum, shifts in system-level power structure appear to have an 
interactive effect with dyadic capability distributions in the onset of 
both major power and global wars. As the international system moves 
from a high concentration of resources in the leading state toward 
multipolarity (power diffusion), lower-order conflict among the set of 
major states will become increasingly probable, due to the weakening 
of the principal defender of the hierarchy. Movement toward power 
parity within these secondary nation-dyads triggers violent interac¬ 
tions that - though not related to system leadership - are still of 
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considerable consequence. This suggests that the erosion of the 
system-level power structure links lower-order wars among major 
powers to system-shaping global wars. In this way, power distribu¬ 
tions at both the systemic and dyadic levels of analysis interact 
synergistically to produce war among the set of major powers. The 
stability of the hierarchy rather than the number of major powers 
appears to be the critical factor. 4 

The evidence regarding system-level alliances and warfare is clear. 
The onset (occurrence/initiation) of war is unrelated to either alliance 
formation (aggregation) or configuration (polarization). However, the 
magnitude, duration, and severity (or "seriousness") of war does 
show consistent and significant correlation with the configuration of 
alliances. This is not surprising since alliance is a principal mechanism 
by which small wars become big wars - war spreads through 
alliances. Hence, the greater the extent of alliance polarization in the 
system, the higher the probability that the wars that do occur will be 
of greater magnitude, duration, and severity. 5 

Attributes 

The first section of this chapter examined the results of data-based 
studies on the effects of polarity (i.e., the number of major states) and 

4 The inconsistencies between many system-level classifications of polarity and esti¬ 
mates of the presence or absence of hegemony are a function of either operational 
measure selection or, in a more fundamental way, of analytic focus. For example, in 
some instances, identification of polarity/hegemony depends on the indicator of 
"power" that is used. As a case in point, note that Organski and Kugler (1980) use 
GNP - and by that measure alone in the post-1945 period the United States was far 
superior to the Soviet Union: nevertheless, the Cold War era is usually referred to as 
one of military bipolarity. However, the principal distinction between the theories of 
power transition, hegemonic decline, etc. and many system-level classifications of 
polarity is one of analytic focus: theories of power transition, long cycles of world 
leadership, and hegemonic decline emphasize the power differentials (by whatever 
measure is used) between the strongest nation and its potential challengers, whereas 
many system-level classifications of polarity (e.g.. Waltz 1979; Nye 1990) focus on the 
number of states with approximately equal capabilities. Hence, for Organski and Kugler, 
Modelski, and Gilpin the nineteenth century was unipolar (with British hegemony), 
and the post-1945 period was unipolar (with United States hegemony), whereas for 
Waltz the nineteenth century was multipolar (with approximate equality of power 
among Britain, France, Russia, Austria-Hungary, and Germany) and the post-1945 
period was bipolar (with approximate equality between the United States and the 
Soviet Union). 

5 See Kim and Morrow (1992) and Vasquez (1993) on alliances and the spread of war. 
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alliances (i.e., formation and configuration) on patterns of war. This 
section will examine the effects of system-level capability concentra¬ 
tion (i.e., the distribution of capabilities across the set of major states), 
the impact of subsystem (i.e., state-level) characteristics, the effects of 
borders, and the influence of global economic cycles on patterns of 
war. The importance of system-level capability concentration as a 
factor promoting or inhibiting war again relates to the theoretical 
issue of decisionmaking "certainty/uncertainty." The effects of sub¬ 
system (state-level) characteristics on system-level behavior involves 
reductionist theory. However, the attributes of states influence and are 
influenced by (or interact with) system structure. Therefore, the 
system-wide distribution of state-level attributes is an appropriate 
factor in the analysis of war-prone systems. The issue of contiguity 
and war is raised again - this time at the system level - by an 
examination of the number of borders and the frequency of war in the 
interstate arena at different time points. Lastly, evidence relating to 
the war effects among major powers of expansion and contraction in 
the global economy - a proposition drawn from Neo-Marxist theory - 
is explored. 

Capability concentration 

The distribution of capabilities is an element that is intrinsic to war 
decisions. However, as Singer, Bremer and Stuckey (1972) argue, some 
explanations of war emphasize "uncertainty" (e.g., misjudgment, 
misperception, faulty expectations, etc.), whereas other explanations 
emphasize "certainty" (e.g., clarity, order, and predictability). They 
suggest that the concentration of capabilities among major powers 
heavily influences the level of decisionmaker certainty or uncertainty 
- capability concentration enhances certainty, whereas deconcentra¬ 
tion reduces it - and that a capability concentration index 6 may 


6 The concentration of capabilities in the system and the polarity (the number of major 
states) of the system are different measures of the systemic distribution of power. A 
standard index of capability concentration devised by Ray and Singer (1973) is: 
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therefore be used to test war explanations based on the level of 
decisionmaking certainty or uncertainty. Using six variables reflecting 
three dimensions of national capabilities (military, demographic, and 
economic) for the set of major powers over the period between 1820 
and 1965 (COW database), Singer, Bremer and Stuckey regress three 
measures of capability concentration against the variable of major 
power nation-months at war. The results indicate a negligible (non¬ 
significant) association between the concentration of capabilities and 
"magnitude" (nation-months) of war for the entire period 1820-1965. 

Bueno de Mesquita (1981b) replicates the Singer, Bremer and 
Stuckey analysis with a simple alteration: he measures war occurrence 
(a dichotomous event - either present or absent) instead of war 
magnitude (total nation-months) over five-year periods (COW data¬ 
base). His results are consistent with theirs - the concentration of 
capabilities is statistically unrelated to the occurrence of major power 
war over the period between 1820 and 1965. Bueno de Mesquita and 
Lalman (1988) also examine a more extensive set of system-level 
attributes ("tightness" and "polarity") along with capability con¬ 
centration ("balance") for major powers between 1815 and 1965 and 
report, once again, that system-level capability concentration is un¬ 
related to the occurrence of major power war. 

Subsystem (state-level) attributes 

A number of quantitative empirical studies have examined a possible 
relationship between the frequencies of civil wars and the frequencies 
of international disputes and wars. Specifically, both Maoz (1989) and 
Hoole and Huang (1989) pose the question of whether the amount of 
system-level interstate conflict is affected by the amount of state-level 
civil war or revolution in the international system. Maoz uses militar¬ 
ized interstate dispute counts (COW database) between 1815 and 1976 
as his dependent variable and searches for correlations with the 
number of revolutionary state formations/transformations. His basic 
hypothesis - that the number of interstate conflicts in the system will 


Su = the proportion of the aggregate capabilities possessed by the major 
powers that major power i controls in year f 
N t = the number of major powers in the system in year f 
This is a statistical measure that takes on values from zero to one and reflects the 
aggregate inequality of capabilities as distributed among all major powers in the 
system. It is not directly related to the number of major powers in the system. See 
Mansfield (1994:72-75) for a discussion of this statistic. 
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increase when a large number of states are experiencing revolutionary 
regime changes - is supported statistically. Hoole and Huang, using 
international and civil war data (COW Project) for the limited 
temporal period of 1947-1980, report that changes in the amount of 
system-level international war are significantly affected by changes in 
the amount of civil war occurring in the interstate system. The results 
of both the Maoz and Hoole and Huang studies indicate that inter¬ 
national and domestic conflict are part of an interactive global 
process. 

In a related study, Maoz and Abdolali (1989) examine the homo¬ 
geneity/heterogeneity of the international system in terms of the 
distribution of democratic and autocratic regimes and its effects on 
the frequencies of system-level disputes and wars for the period 
between 1816 and 1976 (COW database). They report that the propor¬ 
tion of both democratic/democratic interaction opportunities and 
autocratic/autocratic interaction opportunities exhibits significant po¬ 
sitive effects on the frequency of disputes and significant negative 
effects on the frequency of war. In other words, the greater the 
homogeneity of regime-types (either democratic or autocratic), the 
lower the frequency of war. Maoz and Abdolali conclude that the 
homogeneity/heterogeneity of regimes in the international system 
affects the amount of system-level international conflict. 

Two studies - by Wallace (1971) and East (1972) - focus on a 
possible relationship between states' status discrepancies and inter¬ 
national violence/war. Wallace measures differences between a state's 
"ascribed" and "achieved" status and examines correlations with 
indicators of the magnitude (total nation-months) and severity (total 
battle-deaths) of wars over the period between 1820 and 1964. With 
time-lags of 10 and 20 years, he produces statistically significant 
correlations and concludes that peace in the international system 
appears to require the elimination of large differences between the 
"achieved" and "ascribed" status of its members. East, in a similar 
study for 120 nations for the limited period of 1948-1964, also reports 
a moderate relationship between status discrepancy and international 
violence. 

Borders 

Two studies by Starr and Most (1976, 1978) examine a possible 
relationship between the total number of borders in the international 
system and the number of new war participations in the system. 
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Using data from Richardson (I960), the COW Project, and SIPRI for 
the years 1946 through 1965, they report that the total number of 
borders in the international system is positively and significantly 
correlated with war participations in both the COW and SIPRI data 
sets. These results provide system-level evidence for the borders/ 
contiguity theses that were discussed at the monadic and dyadic 
levels of analysis. 

Global economic cycles 

Goldstein (1988) presents an exhaustive analysis on "long waves" in 
economic factors and wars. He combines 55 economic time series and 
several war series (Levy 1983 [1495-1975], COW database 
[1815-1975]) covering the period 1495-1975 for great power wars in a 
single data set. The war indicators employed in the analysis include 
severity (battle-deaths), intensity (ratio of battle-fatalities to the Euro¬ 
pean population), incidence (presence or absence of war in a given 
year), and frequency (number of wars occurring in a given period). 
Among his findings, Goldstein reports that only the severity of great 
power war correlates strongly with economic long waves. 

Mansfield (1988) attempts to test for the presence of an association 
between the phase of the Kondratieff economic long cycle and the 
mean number of wars begun per year in the international system 
between 1495 and 1980. The application of Kondratieff "waves" - the 
expansion and contraction of the global capitalist economy - to the 
occurrence of major power war has been explored by Modelski (1981) 7 
and Wallerstein (1984). Mansfield's data-based study reports that the 

7 Although there is an interface with the Kondratieff wave thesis, Modelski's (1981, 
1983) basic long cycle theory posits 100-year cycles of increasing power diffusion and 
subsequent global warfare followed by a high level of military/economic capability 
concentration in a single state (i.e., strong unipolarity) resulting in global order. His 
thesis holds that as the international system moves from a unipolar concentration of 
resources toward multipolarity, the conflicts among major states will become increas¬ 
ingly intense, leading ultimately to global war. Modelski (1981:64-65) suggests that 
the global political order is a type of exchange system involving transactions among 
those who provide and consume political goods. Principal among these goods are 
international order, security, territorial rights, and stability in the world economy. 
According to Modelski, in each century since 1500 the global system of transactions 
has been regulated by a single world power which possesses preponderance in the 
military capability of global reach (i.e., sea power). Each long cycle opens with the rise 
of a new world power out of the preceding global war; however, due to competitive 
erosion of its power position relative to other major states, the cycle moves through 
successive phases of delegitimation and deconcentration, culminating in another bout 
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mean number of wars begun during the upward phase of the 
Kondratieff cycle is greater than the mean number during the down¬ 
ward phase. This relationship is statistically significant, but the 
tendency for wars to vary with Kondratieff periods only appears 
when all wars are examined. The association does not hold for major 
power wars alone, as is maintained in the principal arguments of 
Modelski and Wallerstein. 

Summary 

The quantitative empirical findings in the area of system attributes 
and system-level conflict and war are consistent and cumulative. The 
studies dealing with capability concentration and major power war 
indicate the absence of a substantive relationship. One reason for 
these results may be found in the construction of the concentration 
index - a measure of aggregate system-level concentration or disper¬ 
sion. If major power wars are based on estimates of capabilities, then 
the relative capabilities of specific opponents may be of greater con¬ 
sequence than the aggregate concentration/dispersion of power 
throughout the system. The clarity or ambiguity of the system-level 
major power hierarchy takes on more meaning when relative capabil¬ 
ities of antagonists are measured (e.g., Geller 1992b, 1996; Houweling 
and Siccama 1993; Weede 1994). 

The results of the set of studies relating subsystem (state-level) 
attributes to system-level patterns of conflict and war are also interest¬ 
ing, with the global counts of civil and revolutionary wars revealing 
positive associations with global dispute and war frequencies. Starr 
(1994:482) has moved impressively toward identifying the elements 
involved in such a connection. Specifically, he has argued that: 

we must first differentiate between the ways in which revolution 
could lead to war and the ways in which war could lead to 
revolution. Looking at revolution-to-war, two basic relationships 
emerge - in what ways revolution would lead a state to attack 
another, or in what ways revolution would make a state an attractive 
target for another state. War-to-revolution may be based upon war as 
an agent of change, as a factor in the growth of domestic discontent, 
as a factor in the weakening of governmental legitimacy and/or 
strength, or as a factor in the changing resource base of opposition 


of global war over leadership succession. The focus of long cycle theory is on 
explaining five global wars (see pp. 115-17,119-120,120 n.4). 
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groups. Whether a war is won or lost also must be factored into the 
war-to-revolution relationship. 

Starr (1994:495-496) goes on to discuss how the "interaction oppor¬ 
tunity" model of conflict diffusion (Most and Starr 1980) can be 
applied in an explanation of the revolution/war nexus: 

This model proposes that positive spatial diffusion would be en¬ 
hanced by the presence of violent conflict (either civil war, large-scale 
collective violence, or interstate war) in neighboring states, based on 
the heightened salience of conflict in proximate areas. This salience 
derives from: (1) a newly heightened uncertainty in the neighboring 
states as to the changing policies of a new government, possible 
ideological change and its interaction with either a newly strength¬ 
ened or weakened government and state; (2) a newly heightened 
uncertainty in the neighboring states as to their own viability or that 
of their neighbors. The neighbor must discern whether it has a newly 
strengthened or weakened country on its borders. 

Starr (1994:501) then cites a recent study by Wallensteen and Axell 
(1993) that identifies 82 armed conflicts for the period 1989-1992 and 
notes that a connection between revolution and war is identifiable in 
40 of these conflicts. 

A second pattern relating state-level attributes to system-level 
frequencies of conflict is the finding of a negative linkage between 
regime homogeneity and international war - global conflict levels 
vary in relation to the distribution of regime-types. Specifically, Maoz 
and Abdolali (1989) report that an increase in the interaction opportu¬ 
nities of autocratic dyads is associated with a decrease in the global 
frequency of war - just as in the case of democratic pairs. 8 

The findings on the positive relationship between the total number 
of borders in the interstate system and the frequency of war participa¬ 
tions in the system mirror the results on borders/contiguity and war 
at the monadic and dyadic levels of analysis. The number of borders 
and contiguity correlate positively with conflict and war at the state, 
dyad, and system levels. 

Lastly, evidence of system-level frequencies of all wars alternating 
with phases of the Kondratieff cycle is interesting and superficially 


See Gleditsch (1994) for a discussion of shifts from positive to negative correlations 
between system-level democratization and war-proneness. Gleditsch also reviews 
results on the democratic peace proposition drawn from the monadic and dyadic 
levels of analysis. 
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consistent with the formulations of Modelski and Wallerstein. 
However, these periods of global economic expansion and contraction 
are linked theoretically only to the occurrence of great power war, 
rather than to frequencies of all wars (which include minor power 
wars as well). Hence, empirical support of the Kondratieff thesis as an 
explanation for major power wars is, at this point, lacking. 

Time 

Comparisons of the frequency and seriousness of wars over time 
provide evidence of the historical war-proneness of the international 
system. Studies in this area tend to fall in one of two categories: 
simple scatterplots or frequency counts of wars over time (or by 
historical period); and tests of war-randomization - i.e., the use of 
time as a variable in predicting patterns of subsequent war. Many of 
these latter studies involve additional hypotheses of war contagion 
(diffusion) and war-weariness (negative reinforcement). This section 
will focus only on those analyses that attempt to measure war- 
proneness over time or to use time as a possible predictor from past to 
subsequent patterns of war. The issue of system-wide war contagion 
will be examined in the next section of this chapter. 

Frequencies 

Eckhardt and Azar (1978a, 1978b) produce frequency counts of 
conflict events and cooperative events over the period between 1945 
and 1975. These categories are defined by the coding scheme of the 
COPDAB Project and involve scale points and weights assigned to 
specific events. Eckhardt and Azar report that the distribution of both 
cooperative and conflict events for the 1945-1975 period was not 
stable, but curvilinear. Generally, the frequencies of both cooperative 
and conflict events increased from 1945 to 1969 and decreased from 
1969 to 1975. In terms of overall numbers, the authors note that there 
were more cooperative events than there were conflict events over the 
three-decade period. 

In a conceptually clearer analysis, Stoll (1982) examines major 
power disputes and wars (COW database) for the more extensive 
period between 1816 and 1976. He reports that the number of serious 
subwar disputes per year averaged 1.84 in the post-World War II era, 
whereas the number of subwar disputes for the 1816-1945 period 
averaged only 1.28 per year. However, Stoll notes that fewer serious 
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disputes actually escalated to war in the post-World War II era than in 
the pre-World War II period. 

The most complete examination of the frequencies of militarized 
subwar disputes and wars is found in Gochman and Maoz (1984). 
Reporting on the distributions in their Militarized Interstate Dispute 
(MID) database for the years 1816 through 1976, Gochman and Maoz 
(1984:590-593) note that in terms of raw frequencies, disputes have 
not occurred evenly across time. They divide the 161-year period 
into historical eras, beginning with the “Concert of Europe" 
(1816-1848), which they note is the least dispute-prone period - with 
an average of 1.7 disputes begun per year. The second period, 
“European National Unification" (1849-1870), produces an average 
of 4.2 disputes begun per year and is the third most peaceful era of 
the set. The next period, the “Bismarckian Era" (1871-1890), shows a 
decline in dispute frequency to 3.4 disputes begun per year which 
reflects “the relative orderliness of the time." The fourth period, the 
“Age of Imperialism" (1891-1918), shows a sharp rise in the average 
number of disputes begun per year to 6.1. The fifth period, the 
"Interwar and World War II Era" (1919-1945), reveals an even 
greater frequency than the previous period, averaging 6.7 disputes 
begun per year. Finally, the raw frequencies indicate that the 
“Nuclear Era" (1946-1976) is by far the most disputatious period, 
averaging 12.7 disputes begun per year. However, as Gochman and 
Maoz (1984:592-593) note: 

The absolute frequency of disputes over time . . . does not reflect 
changes in the size of the international system. If it is assumed that 
the greater the number of states, the greater the number of conflict 
opportunities, then controlling for the number of states . . . allows for 
a more meaningful comparison of the conflictfulness of the interstate 
system during the various periods of the temporal domain. 

When they introduce this control, they discover that the moving 
average flattens out and there is no substantial increase in the adjusted 
frequency of disputes over time. Gochman and Maoz (1984:593) 
conclude that "the apparent increase in the disputatiousness of inter¬ 
state relations over the past century and a half is, at least in part, a 
function of the growth in the size of the interstate system." A final 
observation of the analysis indicates that in the post-World War II era, 
war was a less frequently reached dispute level than in any of the pre- 
World War II periods. 

Examining a longer time-line but for a smaller population. Levy 


128 



War-prone systems 


(1982a) produces some interesting information on the frequency and 
seriousness of great power wars between 1495 and 1975. Here, wars 
only include conflicts involving military forces of two or more "great 
powers" and resulting in at least 1,000 battle-deaths. Levy also 
examines war "seriousness" - a concept including: duration (years); 
extent (number of great powers engaged); magnitude (total number of 
nation-years of war); severity (battle-deaths); intensity (ratio of battle- 
deaths to total European population); and concentration (ratio of 
battle-deaths to nation-years of war). His analysis indicates that great 
power war has been decreasing in frequency but increasing in 
seriousness over time. 9 

Randomization 

Singer and Small (1972, 1974) are among the first to examine the 
question of war randomization. Specifically, they pose the question of 
whether new war initiations are more likely to take place in the years 
immediately following the occurrence of an interstate war. Using the 
COW database for the period between 1816 and 1965, they report that 
years in which wars began were statistically neither more nor less 
likely to be followed by another war initiation in the next year. In 
other words, at the level of the international system, war initiations 
are random. 

Levy and Morgan (1986) provide corroborative evidence in their 
analysis of war in the great power system for the period from 1500 
to 1975. Their study distinguishes between "great power wars" 
(involving one or more great powers) and "general wars" (which 
involve nearly all great powers and result in very high numbers of 
casualties). Of their findings, Levy and Morgan report that the 
"probability of war is independent of the period of time since the 
last war." They also note that there is no evidence supporting the 
hypothesis "that more serious wars generate a greater inhibition 
against subsequent war" (Levy and Morgan 1986:46). In short, the 


9 Reaching further back in history, Cioffi-Revilla (1995, 1996) has reported preliminary 
results from the Long-Range Analysis of War (LORANOW) Project covering the areas 
of Mesopotamia (3000 bc to 539 bc), China (2500 bc to ad 220), Mesoamerica (900 bc to 
ad 1600), Greece-Rome (500 bc to "0"), Japan-Korea (600 bc to ad 1600), and East 
Central Europe ("0" to ad 1000). His findings (1996:10) on war frequencies indicate a 
lower onset rate for these areas (0.2 wars/year) than for the modem international 
system of ad 1500 to the present (1.1 wars/year). 
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systemic distributions of great power wars and general wars appear 
to be random with respect to time. 

In an interesting study, Goldstein (1988:243-244) reexamines Levy's 
(1983) database for long cycles of great power war severity (battle- 
fatalities) using the methodology (spectral analysis) employed by 
Singer and Small (1972, 1974). Goldstein reports "a clear bulge in the 
AFC (Auto-Correlation Function) peaking around fifty to sixty years. 
Depending on the exact formulation,. . . the peak is either just barely, 
or not quite significant at the .05 level." Goldstein concludes that the 
existence of long waves of great power war severity is corroborated. 

Midlarsky (1986) examines the frequencies of major power dis¬ 
putes and wars from 1816 to 1964 (COW database), and suggests 
that "systemic war" results from the conjunction of an ambiguous 
hierarchy and a disequilibrium in the frequencies of conflicts 
(disputes and wars) begun and terminated within a given period of 
time. Midlarsky defines hierarchy in terms of clear capability 
differentials between states within the same alliance system. 10 The 
system is in a state of equilibrium if the number of disputes begun 
and ended in a specified time span are balanced. Using these 
definitions, Midlarsky identifies the period between 1816 and 1899 
as stable, and the periods of 1893-1914, 1919-1939, and 1946-1964 
as unstable. He concludes that systemic or global wars are more 
likely to occur during periods characterized by an absence of 
hierarchical equilibrium. 

Summary 

The analyses discussed in this section indicate that from 1816 to 1976 
the adjusted frequencies of militarized disputes occurring in the 
international system are stable over time once the control factor of 
system size is introduced. In other words, as the number of states has 
increased, so has the frequency of militarized disputes. With regard to 
great power wars, the tendency from the end of the fifteenth century 
to the last quarter of the twentieth century has reflected a decrease in 
the frequency of great power warfare but an increase in the destruc¬ 
tiveness of those wars. The evidence regarding all system-level war 
initiations at one-year intervals and the elapsed time between the 


10 In this case, "hierarchy" refers only to internal alliance structures rather than to the 
rank-order structure of states by capability in the international system. 
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occurrence of great power wars is consistent with that of random 
distributions. 

Contagion 

The question of war contagion at the regional level was raised in 
chapter 5. This section examines quantitative empirical evidence of 
war contagion at the level of the international system. Awareness of a 
possible "contagion" or "diffusion" process with regard to social 
phenomena can be traced to the late nineteenth century with the 
formulation of "Gabon's problem" (Naroll 1968). In a meeting of the 
Royal Anthropological Institute in 1889, Sir Francis Gabon argued 
that cultural traits often spread through a diffusion process. Hence, 
the appearance of similar phenomena in different spatial-temporal 
settings may not be independent of one another, but rather connected 
through a process of contagion or diffusion. The contagion/diffusion 
issue has been raised in the study of race riots, coups d'etat, revolu¬ 
tions, and alliance formation. Richardson (1960) was the first to 
attempt to test for a contagion process in war. Five recent data-based 
studies of possible war contagion at the systemic level of analysis 
illustrate the problem. 

Contagion/diffusion 

Bremer (1982) examines the question of whether coercive behavior 
(threats of force/use of force) in the international system is contagious. 
His data include all militarized disputes for the years between 1900 
and 1976 (COW database). "Contagion" is said to have occurred if the 
use of force by one actor increases the probability that another actor 
will use force in the future. Bremer's analysis indicates that the 
system-wide number of disputes per month is not significantly 
different from a modified Poisson distribution. Although his findings 
indicate that a contagion process operates at the regional level, he 
concludes that the use of force has not been contagious at the global 
level between 1900 and 1976. 

Faber, Houweling and Siccama (1984) explore evidence of diffu¬ 
sion for civil, interstate, and extra-systemic wars over the period 
between 1816 and 1980 (COW database). Their analysis examines 
both the spatial and temporal distances between the locations and 
timing of successive war initiations, using lags of between one and 
five years. Their results indicate that war outbreaks are contagious 
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within regions, but not across regions (i.e., globally). In a subse¬ 
quent study, Houweling and Siccama (1985) use a different statis¬ 
tical technique (David and Barton's Q test) more appropriate to the 
analysis of space-time interaction. The results of this study also 
indicate that interstate war outbreaks worldwide for the period 
between 1816 and 1980 (COW database) evidence no "epidemi- 
city": interstate war outbreaks do not show a global pattern of 
space-time interaction. 

Most and Starr (1980) examine new war participations in the 
international system for the restricted temporal period between 1946 
and 1965 (COW and SIPRI databases). "War diffusion" is said to occur 
if states bordering on a state already at war become more likely 
(positive spatial diffusion) or less likely (negative spatial diffusion) to 
engage in war in the years subsequent to a war experience of one of its 
neighbors. Using ratios to compare war initiations across time 
periods, they report evidence in support of a positive spatial diffusion 
process. This analysis also identifies a possible mechanism for the 
spread of war through contiguity (shared borders). 

Levy's (1982b) study of war contagion is limited to great power 
wars (i.e., wars involving at least one great power). The temporal 
domain for his analysis extends from 1495 to 1975, and his variables 
include both the frequency and "seriousness" (duration, extent, 
magnitude, severity, and concentration) of wars. His results indicate 
the absence of a substantive connection between either the frequency 
or seriousness of great power war in one period, and the frequency or 
seriousness of war in a subsequent period (three- and five-year 
intervals). Levy concludes that a war contagion process among great 
powers does not exist. 

Summary 

Positive findings of war contagion/diffusion at the regional level of 
analysis are consistent and cumulative. However, the results of 
studies at the systemic level are ambiguous. One possible explanation 
for the discrepancy of findings between the regional and systemic 
levels may be found in the mechanisms by which war diffuses: border 
contact and alliances. Contiguity is a factor at the local and regional 
levels and, historically, alliances are more commonly drawn within 
regions rather than extra-regionally. The absence of consistent findings 
of war contagion at the systemic level may be due to weak global 
effects of the factors (contiguity/alliance) responsible for regional war 


132 



War-prone systems 

diffusion. At this point, evidence regarding the systemic diffusion of 
war must be considered tentative and preliminary. 11 


Norms/intergovemmental organizations 

A relatively small set of quantitative empirical studies has focused on 
the conflict effects of international norms and organizations. Standard 
definitions describe norms as expectations of action in given situations 
(e.g.. Parsons 1951:11-12). International norms pertain to expectations 
of action regarding the behavior of states. As Kegley and Raymond 
(1994:122) note, normative rules of international order are set by the 
great powers to serve their interests. These "rules of the system" are 
designed to maintain the international hierarchy, to benefit the domi¬ 
nant state and its allies, and are enforceable only through the self- 
interested actions of the great powers. Vasquez (1993:283) describes 
variation in the structure of norms in this fashion: 

System-wide rules and norms usually reflect custom. Every peace 
within the system helps establish a set of norms, rules, and conven¬ 
tions about how states should relate to each other and when war can 
serve as a way of resolving issues ... At certain critical moments in 
history, however, major states attempt to develop in a more formal 
manner a set of rules and decision games. This typically occurs after 
a major global war, when the victors sit down ... to establish a new 
world order. Formal attempts at rule making usually derive from a 
mutual realization that prior interaction games, especially total war, 
should be avoided and replaced by less costly ways of conducting 
politics. 

Kegley and Raymond (1994) dichotomize normative orders in 
international politics on the basis of the normative positions regarding 
the use of force, treaty violations, and spatial constraints on state 
authority. The fundamental distinction is between a "permissive" or a 
"restrictive" normative order. As described by Kegley and Raymond 
(1994:55): 

The expectations of proper action expressed by international norms 
define the "cultural climate" within which great-power interaction 
takes place. At any time this rudimentary political culture commu¬ 
nicates prevailing opinions about acceptable patterns of state 
behavior. Whereas a permissive normative order advances rules that 

11 For opposing evaluations of the evidence on this subject, see Most, Starr and Siverson 
(1989); Hower and Zinnes (1989). 


133 



Nations at war 


accept the use of force as an instrument of statecraft and allow 
nations to repudiate agreements whenever they wish to free them¬ 
selves from treaty obligations, a restrictive order encompasses rules 
that limit force, uphold the sanctity of treaties, and promote the 
development of rules governing the spatial limits of State authority. 

Restrictive norms may be undermined when actors violate them 
successfully in the pursuit of their foreign policy objectives. Prohibi¬ 
tions, such as against the use of force, disintegrate as additional actors 
resort to violence. As the prohibited form of behavior becomes more 
commonplace, a norm that legitimizes the use of force emerges 
(Vasquez 1993:244). Intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) generally 
reflect attempts to institutionalize restrictive normative orders. 

Norms 

Three studies by Kegley and Raymond (1981, 1982, 1986) provide 
quantitative empirical evidence regarding the impact of international 
norms on patterns of war. Using data from the Transnational Rules 
Indicator Project (TRIP) and the COW Project database, Kegley and 
Raymond (1981) examine the effect of norms favoring pacific modes 
of dispute resolution (e.g., arbitration, illegality of war) on the 
frequencies of serious disputes and wars among major powers for the 
period between 1815 and 1974. Based on a content analysis of 244 
legal treatises composed over the 160-year span, they attempt to test a 
set of conflict propositions utilizing measures reflecting acceptance of 
forcible retaliation and arbitration norms. The results of their analysis 
indicate that with the exception of a significant relationship between 
"acceptance of retorsion" (the legal use of force in retaliation for 
hostile actions) and the frequency of war, there appears to be little 
substantive association between arbitration norms, beliefs about the 
legality of war, and the frequencies of serious disputes and wars 
among major powers. 

In a subsequent study, Kegley and Raymond (1982) examine the 
occurrence, magnitude, severity, and intensity of war in terms of 
norms supporting commitment to treaty obligations for the "great 
power" and "central power" systems between 1820 and 1939. Once 
again, TRIP and COW databases were used in the analysis. They 
report findings indicating that treaty commitment correlates inver¬ 
sely with measures of war magnitude, severity, and intensity for both 
the central and great power systems, and they conclude that inter¬ 
national systems characterized by norms supporting treaty commit- 
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merits are more likely to be peaceful than systems lacking those 
normative rules. 

Kegley and Raymond (1986) also examine the efficacy of inter¬ 
national norms constraining the use of force on patterns of militarized 
disputes and wars within the European state system (TRIP and COW 
databases). In this study, 244 legal treaties concluded between 1815 
and 1980 were content analyzed and classified according to their 
emphasis on peaceful dispute resolution measures. They report that 
there has been considerable fluctuation in support for norms con¬ 
straining the use of force, and that these fluctuations evidence no 
apparent periodicities (i.e., "dispute norms become salient irregularly, 
and for different lengths of time"). A focused comparison of two time 
periods with strong (1816-1848) and weak (1849-1870) normative 
constraints indicated that although both periods experienced approxi¬ 
mately the same number of serious disputes, none of these disputes 
escalated into wars during the period of strong normative constraints, 
whereas the period characterized by weak constraints exhibited four 
wars between major powers. However, as Kegley and Raymond 
(1986:223-224) note: 

if norms can make a contribution to a reduction of war's frequency in 
highly favorable circumstances, this conclusion must immediately be 
followed by the qualification that even in auspicious environments 
norms cannot bring the incidence of war under control unless 
consensus is achieved about the uses to which force short of war can 
be put. . . The historical tendency for these preconditions to materi¬ 
alize only irregularly, and then for only limited periods of time, does 
not augur well for the ability of norms to maintain peace in other 
systems, under other circumstances, and over prolonged periods. 


Intergovernmental organizations 

Two quantitative empirical studies - producing divergent conclusions 
- are relevant to the question of the effects of IGOs on patterns of war 
and peace. Singer and Wallace (1970) conducted a correlation analysis 
between the number of IGOs, membership in IGOs, and the frequency, 
magnitude, and severity of interstate war (COW database) for the 
international system from 1816 to 1964. Time lags of five and 10 years 
between the number of IGOs and war were also explored. Singer and 
Wallace report results indicating that IGOs tend to be created after 
periods characterized by high levels of warfare, but that the number 
of IGOs in the international system or the extent of membership in 
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IGOs does not appear to substantively affect the amount of system- 
level war. 

In a related study, Schahczensld (1991) employs Wallensteen's 
(1984) definitions of historical periods characterized by "particular¬ 
istic" policy orientations (i.e., state pursuit of special interests at the 
expense of existing IGOs) and periods characterized by "universa- 
listic" policy orientations (i.e., efforts to organize relations among 
states) in an analysis of patterns of system-level disputes and wars 
between 1816 and 1976 (COW database). Schahczenski's findings 
uniformly indicate that universalistic periods were less conflictual 
than were particularistic periods: universalistic periods were charac¬ 
terized by fewer militarized disputes, fewer dispute participants, 
fewer interstate wars, and fewer major power wars than particularistic 
periods. He concludes that collective efforts among major powers to 
establish limited international orders have a positive effect on the 
promotion of international peace. 

Summary 

The data-based findings on the efficacy of peaceful international 
norms and the establishment of IGOs as means of reducing system- 
level violence are not encouraging. Norms constraining the use of 
force or proclaiming the illegality of war do show some ability to 
reduce war behavior. However, as Kegley and Raymond (1986:213) 
note: "the historical evidence indicates that these conditions are met 
only rarely, and that the formation of such an international security 
regime is ephemeral." In contrast, acceptance of retorsion norms is 
positively and significantly associated with both militarized dispute 
and war frequencies. The findings indicating an inverse relationship 
between treaty commitments and the magnitude, severity, and inten¬ 
sity of war may be interpreted as the effect of an "uncertainty 
reduction" measure in the decisionmaking calculus: alliances that 
appear firm are less likely to be tested than alliances that appear 
tentative. The results involving the effects of IGOs on system-level 
conflict are less consistent, but not particularly hopeful. There is an 
empirical tendency for IGOs to be established at the conclusion of 
massive wars. However, the historical success of diplomatic institu¬ 
tions and procedures for nonviolent conflict resolution is punctuated 
by catastrophe. As Vasquez (1993:283) notes: 

Some of these formal rule-making efforts, like the Peace of West¬ 
phalia and the Congress of Vienna, have been highly successful in 
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resolving the issues that led to war and mitigating the use of 
violence. Others, such as the Versailles system, have been disastrous, 
bringing about the very war they tried to prevent. 

Holsti (1991) provides insight into factors that may produce at least 
limited respite from system-wide war, but his eight prerequisites of 
peace 12 describe an international system fundamentally different from 
anything that has ever existed. 


Evaluation 

The data-based evidence regarding factors associated with war-prone 
international systems is mixed. Characteristic of these findings is the 
evidence on system polarity and war. A principal tenet of realpolitik 
maintains that the distribution of capabilities is a primary factor in the 
war-proneness of the system. This assumption has led to debates 
about the relative peacefulness of unipolar, bipolar, and multipolar 
configurations. However, attempts to answer the question through 
quantitative empirical analysis have been marred by ambiguity over 
what characteristics of war (e.g., occurrence, frequency, magnitude, 
duration, or severity) should be associated with polarity, as well as by 
problems resulting from the misspecification of variables (e.g., incor¬ 
porating alliances in measures of polarity). 

The onset (occurrence/initiation) of war has been connected 
empirically with capability distributions among challengers and de¬ 
fenders of the status quo. The evidence suggests that the onset of 
major power warfare is principally determined by a state's orientation 
toward the status quo and its relative ability to challenge or defend it, 
rather than by the number of major states in the system. Moreover, an 
interaction effect between the rising/declining capabilities of the 
leading state in the hierarchy relative to those of potential challengers 


12 Holsti's (1991:336-339) prerequisites for a relatively peaceful international order 
include: (1) a system of governance (i.e., the presence of actors or agencies able to 
make and enforce rules of order); (2) legitimacy (i.e., an order based on justice and 
self-determination); (3) assimilation (i.e., acceptance within an international order of 
defeated opponents); (4) a deterrent system (i.e., the presence of a coalition strong 
enough to enforce the norms of the system); (5) procedures and institutions for 
conflict resolution (i.e., mechanisms for resolving disputes without violence); (6) 
consensus on war (i.e., agreement on norms opposing war); (7) procedures for 
peaceful change (i.e., methods providing for the gradual evolution of the status quo); 
and (8) anticipation of future issues (i.e., sensitivity to problems that may precipitate 
future conflict). 
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as well as dyadic-level capability balances among lesser major powers 
have been identified as factors influencing the onset of great power 
wars. In short, the stability of the hierarchy - rather than the number 
of major powers - appears to be the critical factor. 13 

The evidence on alliances and warfare is consistent and cumulative. 
The frequency and occurrence of war are unrelated to either system- 
level alliance formation (aggregation) or configuration (polarization). 
However, the magnitude, duration, and severity (or "seriousness") of 
war is substantively connected to alliance configuration - for the 
simple reason that war spreads through alliances. Therefore, the 
greater the system-level alliance polarization, the greater the prob¬ 
ability that the wars that do occur will engage more states, employ 
larger amounts of destructive capabilities, last longer, and produce 
more fatalities. Alliances turn small wars into big wars. 

The evidence on subsystem political attributes and system-level 
warfare is also intriguing. Specifically, global counts of civil and 
revolutionary wars reveal positive associations with global interstate 
dispute and war frequencies: an apparent nexus between revolution 
and war has been identified in system-level studies. Similarly, the 
inverse relationship between regime homogeneity and international 
war provides an interesting pattern linking subsystem attributes and 
system-level attributes. The more homogeneous the distribution of 
regime-types in the international system, the lower the global frequen¬ 
cies of war. 

Finally, it could be argued that the positive relationship between the 
number of borders in the international system and the frequency of 
war in the system is simply the result of an increase in the number of 
states: as the number of actors increases, the frequency of war 
increases. However, this evidence also conforms with findings on 
borders and war at the state and dyadic levels, and therefore cannot 
be easily dismissed on the basis of the expansion of the number of 
units within the system. Borders (proximity/contiguity) and war are 
linked empirically at multiple analytic levels. 

Cross-time comparisons of the international system have also 
produced some interesting results. For example, the distribution of 
militarized disputes over time (1816-1976) has been shown to be 


13 See Thompson (1983a, 1983b), Doran (1983), Houweling and Siccama (1993), and 
Weede (1994) for a discussion of cross-level dynamics. Vasquez (1993) presents a 
related multi-level explanation for the onset of both World War I and World War II. 
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stable with the addition of the control factor of system size. However, 
the frequency of great power wars has diminished from the end of the 
fifteenth century to the last quarter of the twentieth century, while the 
destructiveness of those wars has increased over the same period. 

The evidence of system-level war contagion/diffusion is less con¬ 
sistent than the evidence of this process at the level of the region. 
Contagion tends to be localized with prominent border effects; and, 
historically, alliances have been constructed within regional bound¬ 
aries. The weak global effects of both contiguity and alliance - the 
principal mechanisms for the diffusion of war - may explain the 
difference in the contagion findings between the regional and systemic 
levels of analysis. 

Lastly, the few examples of quantitative empirical research on the 
conflict effects of nonviolent international norms and the presence of 
IGOs do not provide a source for optimism. Norms constraining the 
use of force in international affairs show no substantive relationship 
to the frequency of militarized disputes, but do indicate some ability 
to reduce the occurrence of war. However, these norms appear 
irregularly, for short periods of time, and only under highly unusual 
circumstances. Moreover, there is an empirical tendency for IGOs to 
be established at the conclusion of massive wars, but little evidence of 
any association between the number of these organizations or extent 
of membership in IGOs and the amount of system-level warfare. 

In conclusion, the evidence on factors associated with war-prone 
international systems is diverse and, in some instances, cumulative, 
consistent, and compelling. An unstable hierarchy with a declining 
leader, alliance polarization, revolution, and increasing border con¬ 
tacts are all related to increases in the occurrence, frequency, or 
seriousness (magnitude, duration, severity) of war. That the number 
of militarized interstate disputes (standardized by system size) has 
been stable over time and that the frequency of great power wars has 
decreased over time, must be balanced against the trend toward the 
increasing destructiveness of war and the weakness of international 
norms and organizations in substantively reducing interstate conflict. 
The system-level prognosis is disquieting. 
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Introduction 

The onset of the Iran/Iraq War (1980) is explained on the basis of 
empirical uniformities established by systematic quantitative ana¬ 
lyses. As Hempel (1966:68) notes, scientific explanations of individual 
events may be provided through inductive subsumption under prob¬ 
abilistic laws, as well as through deductive subsumption under 
universal laws. The following inductive explanation demonstrates 
that the case of the Iran/Iraq War is a specific instance of a set of 
patterns which have appeared in a much larger number of cases. 

The Iran/Iraq War of 1980 conforms to a set of probabilistic laws 
based on empirical regularities identified at the dyadic level of 
analysis. These two states: shared a common border (contiguity); had 
nondemocratic regimes (absence of joint democracies); were econom¬ 
ically underdeveloped (absence of joint advanced economies); and 
exhibited an unstable military balance (a capability shift in 1979 and a 
transition in 1980). Add to this the classification of the dyad as an 
"enduring rivalry" (based on the frequency of previous militarized 
conflicts) and the existence of an unresolved territorial dispute (over 
the Shatt al'Arab waterway), and the occurrence of dyadic war with 
initiation by the militarily superior challenger of the status quo (Iraq) 
was a high-probability event consistent with a broad array of em¬ 
pirical war patterns. Although the nonoccurrence of the event is not 
precluded logically due to the inductive form of argument, never¬ 
theless the war may be considered "explained" by its subsumption 
under probabilistic laws. 1 The following sections will discuss these 
empirical patterns within the context of the Iran/Iraq War of 1980. 

1 For a similar explanatory epistemology, see Vasquez (1996b). 
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Contiguity 

Empirical pattern: The presence of a contiguous land or sea (sepa¬ 
rated by 150 miles of water or less) border increases the probability 
of war within a dyad. 

Shatt al'Arab 

As Grummon (1982:3-7) notes, border disputes between Iraq and Iran 
go back at least as far as the sixteenth century with the Ottoman-Sa- 
fivid rivalries. Territorial and border conflicts continued into the 
twentieth century, principally regarding sovereignty over the Shatt 
al'Arab river. The 130-mile Shatt al'Arab is the product of the 
confluence of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers and constitutes the Iran/ 
Iraq border for its last 55 miles leading into the Persian Gulf. 

The Shatt and its surrounding area have economic importance for 
both states, but especially for Iraq. The sole Iraqi port with commercial 
significance is Basra, situated approximately 47 miles up the Shatt. 
Export pipelines for petroleum follow along the river bank and a 
crude oil depository is located at al'Faw, near the estuary of the river 
on the Persian Gulf. 

The Iraqi coastline on the Persian Gulf (approximately 50 miles in 
length) is not suitable for port development. The physical contours of 
the northern point of the Persian Gulf determine that Basra will 
continue as the principal Iraqi port and that the Shatt al'Arab river 
will serve as Iraq's major economic link to the Gulf. In essence, Iraq's 
most important economic asset is vulnerable to disruption due to lack 
of control over its access to the Persian Gulf through the Shatt al'Arab 
river. 

Iran's economic interests are also affected by access to the Persian 
Gulf through the Shatt al'Arab. The Iranian port of Khorramshahr is 
located at the confluence of the Shatt and Karun rivers (approximately 
45 miles north of the estuary of the Shatt) and serves as a railhead for 
the Trans-Iranian railroad system, in addition to its role in facilitating 
shipping to the Gulf. Due to overland transportation costs and its 
location near major population centers, the port of Khorramshahr is 
an important element in the Iranian economy. However, despite the 
significance of the Shatt al'Arab to Iranian commerce, the river does 
not constitute the pressure point for Iran that it does for Iraq. Iran 
possesses other Persian Gulf ports and numerous oil export facilities 
outside the area of the Shatt al'Arab. 
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As already noted, disputes between the Ottoman and Persian 
governments regarding sovereignty over the territory around the 
Shatt al'Arab began in the sixteenth century. However, by the nine¬ 
teenth century the basic outline of territorial control had been estab¬ 
lished: the area east of the Shatt belonged to Iran, while the area to the 
west belonged to the Ottomans (and to Iraq as the successor state). 
Nevertheless, despite this general division of the land, a precise 
border was not delineated in the nineteenth century. 

The discovery of oil in Khuzistan in 1908 increased the stakes 
associated with boundary demarcations. The Constantinople Accords 
of 1913 established the border at the low water mark of the eastern 
(Iranian) river bank, but Iran was dissatisfied with the boundary 
created by the 1913 accords, and a new treaty was produced in 1937 
that adjusted the border in the area around Abadan. In this treaty, the 
border was established according to the thalweg principle (i.e., the 
border of two states separated by a river should be drawn down the 
center of the major navigable channel of the river). However, the 
remaining border demarcation (below Abadan) was left at the low 
water mark of the eastern shore in accordance with the provision of 
the 1913 accords. In 1975 another treaty was negotiated that adopted 
the thalweg principle as the method for establishing the entire Shatt 
al'Arab boundary. It was this treaty that Saddam Hussein declared 
null and void just prior to Iraq's invasion of Iran in 1980. 

Summary 

Sovereignty over territory around the Shatt al'Arab river had been an 
issue in contention for over 400 years. In the latter part of the 
twentieth century, access through the southern portion of the Shatt 
leading to the Persian Gulf became a critical economic necessity for 
Iraq. The contiguous border between Iran and Iraq provided both the 
issue in dispute and the physical opportunity to settle the question of 
control through the use of military force. 

Political systems 

Empirical pattern: The absence of joint democratic governments 

increases the probability of war within a dyad. 
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Iran 

Banks (1995:400-408) describes Iran as a former monarchy that, 
following the revolution of the late 1970s, became an Islamic Republic 
in 1979 on the basis of a referendum, with its current constitution also 
adopted by referendum in the same year. The constitution created in 
1979 established Shi'ite Islam as the official religion of the state and 
gave "supreme power" to the Muslim clergy. The Ayatollah Ruhollah 
Khomeini was designated as the religious leader (velayat faghi) of the 
nation for life: 

The faghi is supreme commander of the armed forces and the 
Revolutionary Guard, appoints the majority of members of the 
National Defense Council, can declare war (on recommendation of 
the Council), and can dismiss the president following a legislative 
vote of no-confidence or a ruling of the Supreme Court. An elected 
Council of Experts, composed of 83 mullahs, appoints the country's 
spiritual leader and has broad powers of constitutional interpret¬ 
ation. The president, the country's chief executive officer, is popu¬ 
larly elected for a four-year term, as is the unicameral Majlis, to 
which legislative authority is assigned ... A Council of Constitu¬ 
tional Guardians (successor to the Revolutionary Council), encom¬ 
passing six specialists in Islamic law appointed by the faghi and six 
lawyers named by the High Council of the Judiciary and approved 
by the legislature, is empowered to veto presidential candidates and 
to nullify laws considered contrary to the constitution or the Islamic 
faith . . . Political parties are authorized to the extent that they "do 
not violate the independence, sovereignty, national unity, and prin¬ 
ciples of the Islamic Republic" . . . With the civil courts instituted 
under the monarchy replaced by Islamic Revolutionary Courts, 
judges are mandated to reach verdicts on the basis of precedent and / 
or Islamic law. The legal code itself continues to undergo frequent 
changes. (Banks 1995:403) 

Iraq 

Banks (1995:408-415) describes Iraq as a republic following a military 
coup which toppled the monarchy in 1958. The constitution is an 
amended version of a document which dates back to 1968. As of 1979, 
Saddam Hussein has been the designated President of the Republic 
and Chairman of the Revolutionary Command Council: 

Constitutional processes were largely nonexistent during the two 
decades after the 1958 coup ... It was not until . . . 1980 that 
elections were held for a unicameral National Assembly. The [Revo- 
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lutionary Command Council] was not, however, dissolved, effective 
power remaining concentrated in its chairman, who continued to 
serve concurrently as president of the Republic. The president has 
broad powers of appointment and is also commander in chief of the 
Armed Forces. The judicial system is headed by a Court of Cassation 
and includes five courts of appeal, courts of the first instance, 
religious courts, and revolutionary courts that deal with crimes 
involving state security. (Banks 1995:410) 

Summary 

On two measures of democratic government reported by Taylor and 
Jodice (1983:58-65) - "political rights" and "civil rights" - Iran and 
Iraq rank at or near the bottom of a list of over 140 states for 1979. 

The first measure, a "political rights" index, is coded by Raymond 
Gastil and published by Freedom House. As Taylor and Jodice 
(1983:60) note: 

Political rights involve the right to play a part in determining who 
will govern one's country and what the laws will be. Countries are 
coded with scores ranging from 1 (highest degree of liberty) to 7 
(lowest degree of liberty). 

On this index (for 1980) Iran had a score of 5 and Iraq had a score of 7. 
The second measure, a "civil rights" index (also coded by Gastil and 
published by Freedom House), is defined in Taylor and Jodice 
(1983:64) as follows: 

Civil rights are those rights the individual has vis a vis the state. 
Particularly important are the freedom of the press and the other 
media and the independence of the judiciary. Countries are coded 
with scores ranging from 1 (greatest civil liberty) to 7 (least civil 
liberty). 

On this index (for 1980) Iran had a score of 5 and Iraq had a score of 7. 

On the basis of the scores reported for both the "political rights" 
and "civil rights" indices, neither Iran nor Iraq could be considered to 
possess democratically-based political systems 2 at the onset of war in 
1980. Moreover, neither political system placed serious constraints on 
war decisions by the dominant leaders, nor did the systems incorpo¬ 
rate norms of nonviolent conflict resolution. 


2 See Ray (1995a:chapter 3) for a discussion of definitions of democracy and a critique of 
Gastil's indices. 
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Economic development 

Empirical pattern: The absence of joint advanced economic systems 

increases the probability of war within a dyad. 

Iran 

The Iranian economy in 1980 can be classified as underdeveloped 
with principal economic activity focused in the area of primary 
product resource extraction (i.e., petroleum). Hence, the export of a 
natural resource constituted the main source of government revenue 
and foreign exchange. Banks and Overstreet (1981:246) note that 
both the economy and the society of Iran were organized around 
agriculture until the early 1960s, when Muhammad Reza Shah 
Pahlavi instituted a program of rapid development: "During the 
next decade and a half, the proportion of gross domestic product 
(exclusive of oil revenue) contributed by agriculture dropped from 
nearly 50 percent to approximately 20 percent, and Iran became a 
net importer of food." This shift in economic activity was accom¬ 
panied by a major relocation of the population from rural to urban 
areas, reducing the previous concentration of the vast mass of the 
population in rural areas to approximately 50 percent and the 
proportion of the work force engaged in agriculture to under 40 
percent. A five-year plan (1973-1978) instituted by the Shah was 
designed to increase agricultural production annually by 7 percent, 
increase industrial production by 17 percent, and increase oil and 
gas production by 51 percent. However, these projected goals were 
not achieved due to planning deficiencies, inflation, and an enor¬ 
mous outflow of capital. By the middle of 1979, the effects of the 
Islamic Revolution had produced "a 12 percent contraction in goods 
and services, accompanied by a 40-70 percent falloff in the manu¬ 
facturing sector" (Banks and Overstreet 1981:246). Other serious 
economic dislocations preceding the war with Iraq in 1980 included 
unemployment and inflation rates of nearly 50 percent, and a 
decline in petroleum exports between 1979 and 1980 of over 40 
percent. 


Iraq 

The Iraqi economy in 1980 can be classified as underdeveloped with 
principal economic activity focused in the area of primary product 
resource extraction (i.e., petroleum). Hence, the export of a natural 
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resource constituted the main source of government revenue and 
foreign exchange. Banks and Overstreet (1981:249) note that in 1980 
agricultural activity employed over 50 percent of the population but 
produced only 25 percent of the national income. In 1979, Iraq 
surpassed Iran as the second-ranking producer of petroleum in the 
Middle East. Other natural resources important to Iraq's economy in 
1980 were phosphates, sulphur, copper, chromite, and gypsum. The 
manufacturing sector of the economy - nationalized since 1964 - was 
"not highly developed, and expansion [was] slowed by shortages of 
skilled labor and recurrent political instability" (Banks and Overstreet 
1981:249). 

Summary 

The analysis of economic and social dislocations resulting from 
development has been an area of intense interest in the social sciences. 
For example, dependency theorists (e.g., Frank 1967; Stallings 1972; 
Sunkel 1972) have argued that underdeveloped areas of the world 
have been used as raw materials suppliers for developed, capitalist 
states (such as Britain, France, Germany, Japan, and the United 
States). The formation of an export enclave in an underdeveloped, 
dependent state produces a distorted indigenous economy with a 
strong export sector that coexists with a traditional, rural/agricultural 
economic system. Whatever internal economic changes occur in these 
dependent states are tailored to the requirements of the metropolitan 
powers. In short, international trade forces these dependent states to 
produce primary goods for export. Foreign investment capital flows 
to this area of the economy, and hence these sectors become even 
stronger, while other economic sectors stagnate. Concomitants of the 
process are the disintegration of internal linkages among different 
areas of a dependent economy and the persistence of underdevelop¬ 
ment. 

Although the relevance of the dependency thesis to petroleum¬ 
exporting states is a matter of debate, it is nevertheless clear that Iran 
and Iraq have economic systems based on trade of a primary product. 
Taylor and Jodice (1983:226-229) report that in 1975, trade accounted 
for 89.9 percent of Iraq's GNP (23rd in a ranking of 136 states) and for 
55 percent of Iran's GNP (53rd in the same ranking). A second 
measure - a concentration index of export commodities - places these 
figures in the proper context. Taylor and Jodice (1983:230-232), using 
a measure of concentration of export commodities within a state's 
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total exports 3 for 1975, report a score of 0.936 for Iran (3rd in a ranking 
of 121 states) and a score of 0.306 for Iraq (47th in the same ranking). 

In sum, by the onset of the Iran/Iraq War in 1980, both economic 
systems were almost totally dependent upon the export of a single 
primary product for government revenue and foreign exchange. 
Hence, their joint classification as economically underdeveloped. That 
the border dispute underlying the outbreak of war involved control of 
the Shatt al'Arab waterway linking the Persian Gulf to major oil ports 
of both countries indicates the exposure of this critical sector in each 
economy and the overall vulnerability of both economic systems to 
external disruption. 


Capability balance 

Empirical pattern: The presence of an unstable capability balance 
(i.e., shift/transition) increases the probability of war within a dyad. 

Iran 

Subsequent to the overthrow of the regime of Muhammad Mossadeq 
in 1953, Muhammad Reza Shah Pahlavi embarked on a long-term 
modernization program for the armed forces of Iran (which had 
supported him rather than Mossadeq in the internal power struggle). 
For example, military spending in 1966 accounted for approximately 
5.6 percent of Iran's GNP, whereas by 1978 over 15 percent of its GNP 
went to the military sector. 4 

In 1978, Iranian ground forces were grouped into three field 
armies. The combat forces included three armored divisions, three 
infantry divisions, and four independent brigades; the air force in 
1978 had an estimated strength of 460 combat aircraft; and the navy 
in 1978 included three destroyers, eight frigates, three diesel submar¬ 
ines, and 24 missile patrol boats. In 1979, the armed forces numbered 
415,000 men (Cottrell and Bray 1978:34-46; United States ACDA 
1984:30). 

However, following the revolution in 1979, the Iranian officer corps 


3 The concentration index of export commodities was developed by Hirschman 
(1945:157-162). "Concentration" is defined as the sum over all export divisions of the 
squares of the proportions of total exports accounted for by each division. Concentra¬ 
tion scores are higher (1.000 is the maximum) with fewer export divisions and the 
greater the value of the largest divisions (Taylor and Jodice 1983:232). 

4 See Cottrell and Bray (1978) and United States ACDA (1976, 1984). 
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was purged and military expenditures were sharply reduced (to 
approximately 7.3 percent of GNP). Moreover, as a result of the 
occupation of the American Embassy in Teheran, arms and spare- 
parts shipments from the United States were halted. In sum, the 
impressive pre-1979 military machine constructed by the Shah had 
become of questionable efficacy after the revolution (Grummon 1982). 

Iraq 

Since the establishment of the de facto one-party regime in 1968, Iraqi 
leaders have moved to substantially increase the state's military 
capabilities. The growth in the state's armed forces between 1972 and 
1980 is reflected in almost every indicator of military strength. In 1972, 
Iraq spent approximately 14 percent of its GNP in the military sector. 
In 1980, its military expenditures represented 21 percent of the 
nation's GNP (United States ACDA 1984:30). 

In 1978, Iraq had 212,000 men in the armed services, divided as 
follows: an army composed of 180,000 personnel; a navy consisting of 
4,000 personnel; and an air force comprising 28,000 personnel. In 1977, 
the army consisted of four armored divisions, two mechanized divi¬ 
sions, four infantry divisions, one independent armored brigade, one 
independent infantry brigade, one special forces brigade, and the 
Republican Guard mechanized brigade. For the same year, the combat 
wing of the Iraqi air force totaled 339 aircraft. In 1978, the most 
significant elements in the Iraqi navy were 10 patrol boats equipped 
with surface-to-surface missiles. During the period of the Iraqi military 
buildup, the Soviet Union was extensively involved in the training of 
Iraq's military forces. By 1978, there were an estimated 2,000 Soviet 
advisors in Iraq acting in this capacity (Cottrell and Bray 1978:27-34). 

Summary 

The issues of power and capability measurement have been discussed 
in chapters 3 and 4. Standard methods of capability measurement 
employed by the Correlates of War (COW) Project involve the compu¬ 
tation of capability indices. An estimate of the relative capability 
balance between Iran and Iraq in the 10-year period before the onset of 
war in 1980 has been generated through the use of two of these indices. 

The COW National Capability data set encompasses six measures 
covering three dimensions of national power in yearly entries for 
every state in the world. Two measures involve military capabilities 
(military expenditures and military personnel); two measures tap 
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industrial capabilities (energy consumption and iron/steel pro¬ 
duction); and two measures involve demographic variables (total 
population and urban population). 5 To measure relative capabilities 
on a yearly basis for the Iran/Iraq dyad, a Composite Index of 
National Capability (CINC) was developed for each nation (cf. Bremer 
1980:63-66). Yearly CINC scores were created by first obtaining the 
sum of the values on all six capability variables for the dyad. A 
summary score was then computed indicating the percentage share 
possessed by each nation of the total capability pool of the dyad for 
every year. In addition, a second measure of relative capability - one 
based on the military dimension (Mil. Cap.) alone - was calculated for 
the Iran/Iraq dyad. The military component of national capabilities 
was provided with a separate analysis under the assumption that 
nations which identify each other as security threats may react more 
readily to changes in the military balance than to shifts in more 
broadly-based measures of national capability. Here, the percentage 
share for each nation of the pooled military resources (expenditures 
and personnel) of the dyad was computed on a yearly basis (cf. 
Anderson and McKeown 1987; Gochman 1990a). 

The final procedure involved the determination of both composite 
and military capability balances within the Iran/Iraq dyad. Multiple 
categories were established to distinguish among the various possible 
static and dynamic power balances at the time of war initiation and in 
the period before the 1980 war. Simple inferiority or superiority for 
initiator and target were determined by a comparison of CINC and 
Mil. Cap. scores at the point of war inception. The "stability" of the 


5 The National Capabilities data set includes all nation-states from 1816 through 1993. 
The capability indicators are as follows: 

Military personnel - Number of active troops. 

Military expenditures - Amount of financial resources allocated for military 
purposes; collected in native currency then expressed in one common currency 
for purposes of comparison (pound sterling 1816-1913 and US dollars 
1914-1993). 

Energy consumption - A composite indicator of coal, petroleum, hydroelectric 
and nuclear fuels consumed; units are standardized into metric tons and then 
transformed into equal energy values expressed as tons of coal. 

Iron and steel production - Iron production for the period 1816-1899 and steel 
production for 1900-1993. 

Urban population - Population for cities over 100,000. 

Total population - Number of residents living in a nation. 

For a discussion and critique of these and other capability measures see Moul (1989). 
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power balance over time was reflected by the use of two sets of 
measures. A "stable" or static balance of either preponderance or parity 
was determined by a consistent threshold differential of 20 percent or 
more in the 10-year period before the war in 1980. Specifically, the 
consistent minimum of a 60 percent share of the dyad's total capability 
pool held by one state was necessary to classify the balance as 
preponderant. This distribution provides a minimum capability ratio 
of > 3:2 over time. A capability ratio lower than this threshold was 
classified as reflecting a static balance of parity. An "unstable" or 
dynamic balance involving either a power shift or transition was 
defined as a change in relative capabilities of 20 percent or more (e.g., 
a shift from a 60 percent/40 percent distribution of the capability pool 
to a 50 percent/50 percent distribution [a ratio shift of 3:2 to 1:1]), or a 
reversal of leading position (transition) within the dyad, in the 10-year 
period before the war in 1980. 

By these measures, the capability balance between Iran and Iraq 
during the 10-year period preceding the 1980 war was unequal and 
stable (0.67/0.33) when measured by relative CINC score (with Iran 
preponderant), whereas the distribution was equal and unstable 
(0.49/0.51) when measured by relative Mil. Cap. score (with Iraq 
possessing simple superiority). Moreover, a shift (in 1979) and a 
transition (in 1980) in relative military capabilities - both in Iraq's 
favor - occurred immediately before the onset of war. 

In sum, the balance in military capabilities between Iran and Iraq 
during the 10-year period before the outbreak of war in 1980 was 
changing to Iraq's advantage. The shift passed the 20 percent thresh¬ 
old in 1979 and a transition occurred in 1980. With Iran in turmoil 
following the revolution in 1979, the purge of the Iranian military 
command, and weapons shipments to Iran under suspension by the 
United States, the changing balance of capabilities provided the 
prospect for the successful use of force by a militarily superior Iraq. 

Enduring rivals 

Empirical pattern: The presence of an enduring rivalry increases the 

probability of war within a dyad. 

Iran/Iraq 

The subject of enduring rivalries has been discussed in chapter 1. 
Briefly stated, current empirical work suggests the importance of a 
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subset population of dyads (within the set of all nation-dyads) 
defined by long-term conflicts. These conflict-prone dyads, or “en¬ 
during rivals," account for a disproportionately large amount of the 
violence which occurs in the interstate system. Two analyses by 
Goertz and Diehl (1992, 1993) estimate that long-term rivals are 
responsible for almost half of the wars, violent territorial changes, and 
militarized disputes that have occurred in the last two centuries. 
Accordingly, recent studies have focused on these dispute-prone 
dyads in an effort to gain a better understanding of the factors 
associated with a large proportion of interstate conflict. For instance, 
Gochman (1990a:147) has argued that shifts in relative capability 
might be expected to have a particularly strong effect on the inter¬ 
action of rival states with a history of violent conflict. 

Multiple definitions of enduring rivals with widely varying criteria 
have been used in the construction of population sets. For example: 
Wayman (1982, 1996) includes any major power dyad which engages 
in two or more militarized disputes within a 10-year span; Diehl 
(1985) defines a major power rivalry as any dyad exhibiting three or 
more militarized disputes within a 15-year span; the Gochman and 
Maoz (1984) set includes all dyads which have engaged in a minimum 
of seven militarized disputes during the period from 1816 to 1980. The 
databases compiled from these criteria sets vary in terms of total 
rivalries, number of dyads by power status, average number of 
disputes, average duration of rivalry, and number of wars. 6 

In an interesting approach, Wayman and Jones (1991) developed a 
highly restrictive definition of enduring rivals which excludes all 
short- and medium-term conflict dyads from consideration. This 
definition delineates a small set of long-term rivalries which are 
responsible for almost 40 percent of all militarized disputes 7 occurring 
between 1816 and 1986, despite the fact that the rivalries constitute 
only about 8 percent of all dyad-years for that period. These are the 
most conflict-prone dyads in the interstate system. 


6 See Goertz and Diehl (1993) and Goertz (1994) for the definitions and criteria used in 
constructing these, and other, rivalry data sets, and for discussion of the various 
populations produced by the criteria. 

7 The Militarized Interstate Dispute (MID) data is a component of the Correlates of War 
(COW) Project database. By definition, "[A militarized] interstate dispute is a set of 
interactions involving the explicit, overt, and government-directed threat, display, or 
use of force in short temporal intervals" (Maoz 1982:7). The MID data set also includes 
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For the analysis presented here, enduring rivalries were defined 
according to the time/density dispute criteria established by Wayman 
and Jones (1991:5-6): 

1. Severity - There must exist at least five reciprocated militar¬ 
ized disputes involving the same two states, such that each of 
these disputes lasts a minimum of thirty days . . . 

2. Durability - There must be at least twenty-five years between 
the outbreak of the first dispute and the termination of the last 
dispute. . . 

3. Continuity - When the gap between any two militarized 
disputes exceeds ten years . . . [the] rivalry . .[continues] only 
if the territorial domain and issues remain unresolved and 
there is at least one . . . dispute within a period of twenty-five 
years. 

These time/density criteria produced a set of 29 enduring rivals for 
the period between 1816 and 1986. Table 7.1 identifies the enduring 
rivalries by power status of each dyad and periods of rivalry. Twenty 
of these rivalries engaged in at least one war. Table 7.2 identifies the 
warring rival dyads. The Iran/Iraq dyad appears in this list. 

Summary 

The Iran/Iraq dyad constitutes an enduring rivalry from 1934 to 1986 s 
on the basis of these criteria. Over this period of 53 years, Iran and 
Iraq engaged in 17 militarized disputes. Fourteen of these disputes 
occurred between 1960 and 1980. Thirteen of these disputes involved 
the limited use of force by at least one state. Nine of these disputes 
involved the limited use of force by both states. The last dispute 
involved the onset of war in 1980. 


a five-level hostility scale with a coded action for both the initiator and target in the 
dispute. The levels of hostility (LH) are: 

LH1 - No military confrontation action (target) 

LH2 - Threat to use force 
LH3 - Display of force 
LH4 - Use of force 

LH5 - War (Small and Singer 1982 criteria). 

See Gochman and Maoz (1984) for a description of this data set. 

At the time of this analysis, 1986 was the last coded year in the MID database. 
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Table 7.1. Enduring rivalries, 1816-1986 


Major power dyads 

Dates 

England (UK)/France 

1816-1840 

Austria-Hungary/Italy" 

1861-1918 

France/Prussia (Germany) 

1850-1945 

Russia (USSR)/Japan 

1895-1945 

USSR/China 6 

1950-1986 

USA/USSR 

1946-1986 

USA/China 

1950-1974 

Major/minor power dyads 

Dates 

England (UK)/USA 

1816-1861 

Russia (USSR)/Turkey 

1816-1918 

Austria-Hungary/Italy 

1843-1860 

Russia (USSR) /China 

1898-1949 

USA/Mexico c 

1899-1921 

Japan/China 

1874-1945 

Italy/Turkey 

1880-1926 

China/India 

1950-1986 

Minor power dyads 

Dates 

Greece/Turkey 

1829-1922,1958-1986 

USA/Mexico 

1836-1898 

Chile/ Argentina 

1843-1902,1952-1984 

USA/Spain 

1850-1898 

Bolivia/Chile 

1857-1920 

Ecuador/Peru 

1858-1986 

Peru/Chile 

1872-1921 

Bolivia / Paraguay 

1887-1938 

Iran/Iraq 

1934-1986 

India/Pakistan 

1947-1986 

Egypt/Israel 

1948-1979 

Syria/Israel 

1948-1986 

Afghanistan / Pakistan 

1949-1986 

North Korea/South Korea 

1949-1986 

Thailand/ Cambodia 

1954-1986 

Somalia / Ethiopia 

1960-1986 

Israel/Jordan 

1948-1986 


Notes: 

a Italy reclassified from minor power to major power after 1860. Austria- 
Hungary/Italy rivalry begins as major/minor in 1843 and continues to 1860 
with that power status. 

b China reclassified from minor power to major power after 1949. Russia 
(USSRj/China rivalry begins as major/minor in 1898 and continues to 1949 
with that power status. 

c USA reclassified from minor power to major power after 1898. USA/Mexico 
rivalry begins as minor/minor in 1836 and continues to 1898 with that power 
status. 
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Table 7.2. Warring rivals, 1816-1986 

Major power dyads 

Austria-Hungary/Italy" 

France/Prussia (Germany) 

Russia (USSR) /Japan 
USA/China 

Major/minor power dyads 

Russia (USSR)/Turkey 

Japan/China 

Italy/Turkey 

China/India 

Austria-Hungary/Italy" 

Minor power dyads 

Greece /Turkey 
USA/Spain 
Bolivia/Chile 
Peru/Chile 
Bolivia/Paraguay 
Iran/Iraq 
India/Pakistan 
Egypt/Israel 
Syria/Israel 

North Korea/South Korea 
Somalia /Ethiopia 
USA/Mexico 

Note : 

“ Italy reclassified from minor power to major power after 1860. Austria- 
Hungary/Italy rivalry begins as major/minor in 1843 and continues to 1860 
with that power status. 


Conclusion 

The historical event of the Iran/Iraq War (1980) has been described in 
the format of a case study. However, the critical factors leading to this 
war have been identified as empirical uniformities common to a broad 
set of wars. The dyadic-level factors of contiguity absence of joint 
democratic regimes, absence of joint advanced economies, presence of 
an unstable capability balance, and presence of an enduring rivalry all 
increased the probability of war. 

The detailed case analysis reveals how these factors combined to 
produce the war in question: the territorial dispute and the oppor¬ 
tunity to exercise military force were created and facilitated by the 
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contiguous border; the autocratic structure of both regimes placed few 
constraints on war decisions of the leadership, and there was an 
absence in both political systems of norms associated with nonviolent 
conflict resolution; the vulnerability to disruption and collapse of both 
primary product resource extraction economies increased the security 
threat; the shifting military balance with a transition in Iraq's favor in 
1980 created the prospect for the successful use of force; and the 
classification of the dyad as an enduring rivalry with a history of 
chronic military interaction all made the onset of war highly likely 
Scientific explanation of individual events may be provided by their 
inductive subsumption under probabilistic laws. The preceding analy¬ 
sis demonstrates that the Iran/Iraq War was a high-probability event 
consistent with a broad array of empirical patterns and that it was a 
specific instance of a set of intersecting uniformities which have 
appeared in a much larger number of war cases. 
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Introduction 

The onset and seriousness of World War I (1914) is explained on the 
basis of empirical uniformities established by systematic quantitative 
analyses. Scientific explanations of individual events may be provided 
through inductive subsumption under probabilistic laws, as well as 
through deductive subsumption under universal laws. This inductive 
explanation demonstrates that the case of World War I is a specific 
instance of a set of patterns which have appeared in a much larger 
number of cases. 1 

World War I conforms to a set of probabilistic laws based on 
empirical regularities identified at the state, dyadic, and systemic 

1 Whereas the explanation of war presented in this book treats all wars as the product 
of a set of factors drawn from multiple analytic levels, Vasquez (1993) provides an 
explanation based on a typology of wars. His first distinction is between "wars of 
rivalry" (between states possessing approximately equal capabilities) and "predatory 
wars" (where states are unequal in capabilities). A second distinction involves the 
differences between "limited" and "total" wars. The third distinction separates 
"dyadic" wars from "complex" wars which involve three or more states. Vasquez 
argues that rivalry wars - between equals - begin over territorial disputes. Realist 
foreign policy practices designed to demonstrate resolve and increase power only 
serve to escalate the dispute, enhancing the position of hardline policy proponents in 
both governments. As tension increases, further provocative steps are taken until one 
side initiates violence. These wars have, in specific cases, expanded beyond their 
original participants to become world wars. These events occur through a diffusion 
process produced by the conjunction of three system-level attributes: a multipolar 
distribution of capabilities; a polarized (tight, two-bloc) alliance structure; and 
approximate parity in capabilities between the two blocs. Thus, according to Vasquez, 
world wars are only a special class of rivalry wars - subject to the same causal 
processes but expanding as a result of the confluence of the three system-level 
conditions. 
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levels of analysis. The states involved in the onset of the war were 
contiguous or proximate major powers (Austria-Hungary, Russia, 
Germany, France, and Great Britain); three of these major powers 
(Germany, Great Britain, and Russia) were moving through critical 
points in their power cycles; two of these major powers had an 
unstable capability balance (Germany and Great Britain had recently 
experienced a power transition); three of these major powers lacked 
democratic political systems (Austria-Hungary, Germany, and 
Russia); and the international hierarchy was unstable with a declining 
leader (Great Britain). Add to this the classification of the Germany/ 
France dyad as an "enduring rivalry" and the highly polarized 
alliance systems (Germany/Austria-Hungary and Great Britain/ 
France/Russia), and the occurrence of a war of enormous magnitude, 
duration, and severity was a high-probability event consistent with a 
broad array of empirical war patterns. Although the nonoccurrence of 
the event is not precluded logically due to the inductive form of 
argument, nevertheless the war may be considered "explained" by its 
subsumption under probabilistic laws. The following sections will 
discuss these patterns within the context of World War I. 


Proximity/contiguity 

Empirical pattern: Proximity increases the probability of war 
between states; the presence of a contiguous land or sea (separated 
by 150 miles of water or less) border increases the probability of war 
between states. 

Geography 

As Keylor (1992:3-34) notes, one of the most striking characteristics of 
international politics at the inception of the twentieth century was the 
extent to which European states dominated peripheral areas of the 
globe. Beginning in the sixteenth century, European power and 
influence spread through the Americas, Africa, and Asia; by the first 
decade of the twentieth century, the power of European states had 
thoroughly penetrated the Southern hemisphere. 

Two of the nations that were active in nineteenth-century expan¬ 
sionism were Great Britain and France. British colonial expansion was 
principally driven by economic factors: the "imperial system contri- 
bute[d] to the efficient operation of the worldwide network of trade 
and investment upon which . . . Great Britain depended for her 
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economic prosperity" (Keylor 1992:6). French motivation for external 
influence and control stemmed from a different source. Specifically, 
toward the end of the nineteenth century the vulnerability of France 
to German military power led the French government to promote 
financial investment in the Russian, Austro-Hungarian, and Turkish 
empires, as well as in the nascent Balkan states. The purpose of this 
investment was to surround Germany (the principal continental rival 
of France) with a cordon of states dependent on French financial 
support and therefore subject to French influence. In addition, France 
also engaged actively in colonial expansion and held the second- 
ranking empire (behind Britain's) by the early twentieth century. 

Two other European states, Germany and Russia, also attempted to 
expand into the periphery toward the end of the nineteenth century. 
In 1897, Kaiser William II announced his intention to pursue a 
Weltpolitik (world policy) in the less-developed regions of the world 
for the purpose of enhancing German military, economic, and political 
power. The prospect of Germany - the principal European land power 
- competing against British and French imperial interests in Africa 
and Asia produced insecurity in London and Paris. As a result, Britain 
and France submerged their disputes over control of colonial terri¬ 
tories and established an entente to oppose Germany's move toward a 
global role. 

The other major European power to engage in a policy of imperial 
expansion during the last half of the nineteenth century was Russia. 
Russian access to the major oceans of the world was constrained by 
the absence of ports that were not ice-bound during winter months. 
The principal Russian ice-free ports were located on the Black Sea, but 
the straits (the Bosporus and Dardanelles) connecting these ports to 
the Mediterranean could be closed easily by the state holding the two 
shorelines, and for hundreds of years the empire of Ottoman Turkey 
had exercised that control. Hence, Turkish sovereignty over the 
narrow waterway and over the contiguous Balkan peninsula denied 
Russia a secure route to the Mediterranean for its trade and naval 
power. During the last half of the nineteenth century, Russian tsars 
attempted to increase their influence in the Balkans and thereby break 
the geographical constraints on the projection of Russian power. 

The results of this expansionist drive by Russia toward the Medi¬ 
terranean at the expense of Turkey were the Crimean War (1854-1856) 
and the Congress of Berlin (1878) in which other major powers 
combined to thwart Russian aims. In the next two decades, the 
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Ottoman Empire ceded authority over the Slavic population of the 
Balkans creating the independent states of Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria, 
and Montenegro, while the remainder of the territory was wracked by 
revolutionary violence against continued Turkish domination. 

The empire of Austria-Hungary - backed by Germany - attempted 
to fill the political vacuum in the Balkans. The creation of the Dual 
Alliance in 1879 committed Germany to the reinforcement of Habs- 
burg power in Southern Europe. Confronted with the combined 
opposition of both Germany and Austria-Hungary, the Russian 
government was compelled to postpone its expansion toward the 
Mediterranean through the Balkans, and in 1897, an agreement to 
preserve the status quo in the Balkans was struck by the leaders in 
Vienna and St. Petersburg. 

Technology 

Two technological innovations in the area of transport fundamentally 
changed the means of power projection at the close of the nineteenth 
century. Both involved the application of the steam engine in trans¬ 
portation. The first application was the use of coal-fueled steam 
engines in ships. By the 1850s, sail-driven ships were largely elimi¬ 
nated from the merchant and military navies of the sea powers. This 
technological achievement permitted the industrially advanced states 
of Europe to extend their commercial and military operations around 
the globe. The initial benefits of this technology were exploited by 
Great Britain, the dominant sea power of the era. 

The second application of the steam engine in transport involved 
the development of the railroad locomotive, which permitted the 
continental empire of Russia to exercise substantially greater political 
and economic control over its territories. The steam-powered railroad 
engine also enabled Britain and France to move beyond the coastal 
regions of Africa into the interior of the continent. The military 
consequences of these two innovations were enormous. Railroad and 
steamship transport increased the size and mobility of military opera¬ 
tions. Massive armies equipped by the industrial economies of the 
European states could now be transported rapidly to any point in the 
world. 


Geopolitics 

Geopolitics represents the combination of political and economic 
geography in the study of capability distributions, frontiers, and war. 
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According to one school of geopolitical thought (e.g., Friedrich Ratzel 
1899), 2 the earth constitutes the environment for a struggle among 
great powers to gain control of resources, territory, and population. 
Given the unequal distribution of capabilities, the major states are 
condemned to compete for control of geographic areas that will 
supplement their strength. 

The most comprehensive doctrine of geopolitics at the turn of the 
twentieth century appeared in Imperial Germany. As Keylor 
(1992:29-30) notes: 

To the underlying principle of German geopolitics - the definition of 
Eurasia as a geographical space to be filled by the political authority 
and military power of the strongest nation - was added the Mal¬ 
thusian doctrine of population pressure against food supply and the 
Social Darwinist concept of the competition of racial groups for 
survival in the uncongenial natural environment. 

This multidimensional thesis provided the rationale for the eastward 
expansion of German power toward Russia. 

The principal barrier to the geopolitical design of Germany was 
Great Britain with its dominant navy and string of colonies along the 
southern rim of Eurasia. British geopolitical thinking during this 
period was epitomized by the work of Halford Mackinder (1904) who 
divided the earth into two regions: the "world island" (comprising the 
continents of Europe, Asia, and Africa); and the peripheral areas 
(including North and South America, Australia, Japan, and the British 
Isles). The world island was the largest, most resource-rich, and most 
populous land mass on the planet. At the center of the world island 
was the pivot area, or "heartland," which coincided roughly with the 
tsarist Russian Empire. Pre-twentieth century technologies of trans¬ 
portation inhibited any single state's domination of Eurasia, but Mack¬ 
inder believed that with the advent of the steam-powered locomotive 
and the installation of an extensive railway system, Eurasia was now 
vulnerable to domination by a single state. Given the resources of the 
combined land masses of Eurasia, control of this area would present 
the potential for the creation of unmatchable military power. For 
Mackinder, then, the geopolitical threat to Great Britain was the 
possible German seizure of Eastern Europe, followed by the conquest 
of Eurasia, and culminating in the domination of the world. 


2 For a discussion of the various schools of thought classified as geopolitics, see 
Whittlesey (1966). 
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This geopolitical conception of a global competition for power was 
held by the decisionmaking elites of the major states at the turn of the 
twentieth century. A tacit agreement among these states to avoid war 
was maintained until the summer of 1914. The trigger for the war 
involved the collision between Austria-Hungary and Russia over 
control of the Balkan peninsula, preceding the decision by their allies 
- Germany, France, and Britain - to move toward military engage¬ 
ment. 


Summary 

On June 28,1914, Archduke Franz Ferdinand - the heir to the throne 
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire - was assassinated in the Bosnian 
capital of Sarajevo. The assassination was followed in less than six 
weeks by the onset of World War I. However, the roots of the war 
reach back to a security problem among the proximate and contiguous 
states of Europe. The Congress of Vienna in 1815 had established a 
concert among the five major powers of Europe - Great Britain, 
France, Prussia, Austria-Hungary, and Russia - designed to prevent 
domination of the area by a single state. This system was disrupted by 
the unification of Germany in 1871 and the creation of a new power in 
the center of Europe possessing resources, technology, military force, 
and an expansionist doctrine that threatened the security of neigh¬ 
boring states. As Kennedy (1987:197) argues: 

the broad outlines of [the] Great Power struggles were already being 
suggested in the 1890s . . . [Much] depended, as always, upon the 
immutable facts of geography. Was a country near the center of 
international crises, or at the periphery? Was it safe from invasion? 
Did it have to face two or three ways simultaneously? 

In sum, despite the competition for territory among established and 
incipient empires in the peripheral areas of the globe, the proximate 
and contiguous borders of the major European powers at the begin¬ 
ning of the twentieth century provided the issues in conflict, the 
security threats, and the physical opportunity to deal with the 
problems through the use of military force. 

Power status 

Empirical pattern: The higher the status rank of a state, the greater 
the probability of its war involvement; the higher the status rank of a 
state, the greater the probability of its involvement in severe wars. 
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Major powers 

There are strong a priori reasons to expect that extant patterns of war 
involvement (participation) and war seriousness (magnitude, dura¬ 
tion, and severity) may be quite dissimilar for major powers and 
minor powers. For example, major powers may be more likely to 
engage in war because the hierarchy of which they are a part is 
structured and restructured primarily through the use of violence. 
Major powers tend to define their interests more broadly than do 
minor powers, and the pursuit of those interests may bring them more 
frequently into violent conflict with other states. Moreover, given the 
fact that major powers possess greater military capabilities than do 
minor powers, it is reasonable to assume that their wars will tend to 
be more destructive than those of minor powers. 

The Correlates of War (COW) Project has compiled a list of major 
powers based on “scholarly consensus." Small and Singer (1982:45) 
identify the set of major powers from 1816 to 1980 as including: 
Austria-Hungary (1816-1918); Prussia (1816-1870); Germany 
(1871-1918, 1925-1945); Russia (1816-1917); USSR (1922-1980); 
France (1816-1940, 1945-1980); England (1816-1980); Italy 

(1816-1943); Japan (1895-1945); United States (1898-1980); and China 
(1949-1980). The COW Project has also compiled lists of international 
(i.e., interstate, imperial, and colonial) wars. Distinctions between 
these wars are based on the participants': membership in the interstate 
system; involvement in hostilities; and number of fatalities. For the 
period of 1816 through 1980, the COW Project reports 67 interstate 
wars and 51 extra-systemic (imperial and colonial) wars, for a total of 
118 international wars (Small and Singer 1982:55-61). 

The analysis of the war-proneness of states (1816-1980) is summar¬ 
ized as follows: France 22 wars, England 19 wars, Russia/USSR 19 
wars, Turkey 18 wars, Sardinia/Italy 12 wars, China 11 wars, Spain 
10 wars, Japan 9 wars. United States 8 wars, Austria-Hungary 8 
wars, Greece 7 wars, and Prussia/Germany 6 wars. Five nations 
were involved in an average of more than one war per decade: 
France, England, Turkey, Russia, and Israel. The analysis of the 
severity of war experiences of states (1816-1980) produced the 
following list. Battle-deaths exceeding 750,000: Russia/USSR, 
Prussia/Germany, China, France, Japan, England, Austria-Hungary, 
Italy, and Turkey. 

Small and Singer (1982:180) conclude their analysis as follows: 
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most of the war in the system has been accounted for by a small 
fraction of the nations, most of which would be found near the top of 
any hierarchy based on diplomatic status, military-industrial capa¬ 
bility, or related indicators. It is not surprising that every one of the 
nations cited so far was a member of what we defined as the central 
system. Further, of the highly war-prone nations, only Turkey, Spain, 
and Greece at one time or another were not major powers. 

Summary 

The previous analysis demonstrates that most international (interstate, 
imperial, and colonial) war between 1816 and 1980 has been con¬ 
ducted by states classified as major powers. In fact, very few war- 
prone countries fall outside the major power category. Hence, Small 
and Singer (1982:180) conclude that "top-ranked nations [are] com¬ 
pelled to fight often and at length either to maintain their position or 
to achieve it." Bremer (1980:79), in a careful exploration of the possible 
linkage between the possession of power and its probability of use, 
discovered that the aggregate capability of nations is positively 
associated with both war frequency and war initiation. Bremer 
(1980:81) also reported that powerful nations tend to have more 
severe wars (measured by battle-deaths) than do weaker states, but 
that differences in capabilities do not appear to impact on levels of 
war duration or intensity. Another study (Geller 1988) corroborated 
this pattern on severity using Markov chain analysis to compare war 
behavior of major and minor powers and concluded that a nation's 
power status is a determinant of the scale of its wars. 

World War I was fought by states that are the most probable war 
participants when classified by power status. These states are also the 
most probable participants in severe wars. The onset of World War I 
involved the military engagement of Austria-Hungary, Germany, 
France, Russia, and Great Britain, with subsequent involvement by 
Japan, Italy, and the United States. All of these states were classified as 
major powers for the period before the onset of the war. World War I 
produced approximately 8,555,800 battle-deaths (i.e., troop-fatalities) 
and remains one of the bloodiest wars in recorded history. 

Power cycle 

Empirical pattern: Passage through a critical point in the power 
cycle increases the probability of war involvement for a major power. 
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Power cycle theory 

This formulation (i.e., Doran 1983, 1989; Doran and Parsons 1980) 
holds that certain critical points in a major power's cycle of increasing 
and decreasing capabilities (relative to the major power system's 
capability pool) 3 are associated probabilistically with both its initiation 
and involvement in war. The thesis maintains that major powers 
move through a general, cyclical pattern (i.e., power cycle) of capa¬ 
bility growth, maturation, and decline. The pattern itself is a function 
of differential rates of development among the set of major powers. 
These differences result from variations in resource distribution, 
political development, and industrialization. 

The power cycle thesis asserts that a state's foreign policy is shaped 
by its position on this capability cycle. According to Doran and 
Parsons (1980:947,949): "As a nation gains in power relative to others, 
its capacity to exercise leadership grows; as it falls behind, the 
capacity to influence international politics wanes ... As the cycle 
evolves and the role changes, significant adjustments are required of 
the government and the society." Collectively, the evolution of the 
power cycles of the principal states defines the hierarchy of the 
international system (Doran 1983:427). 

Doran identifies four critical points on the cycle: the lower turning 
point, the first (or rising) inflection point, the upper turning point, and 
the second (or declining) inflection point. These four points on the 
evolutionary curve of a state's relative capabilities - termed "critical 
points" - are important because they represent a disjuncture between 
a state's interests or aspirations and its actual capabilities. Due to the 
shift in direction or rate of capability growth, the state's leaders must 
reevaluate their relative position, capability base, and foreign policy 
objectives. Doran (1985:294) maintains that the foreign policy stakes at 
these critical points are enormous - involving status, security, and 
power - and are therefore more likely to lead to war involvement. It 
should be noted that power cycle theory measures time in decades 
and critical points are not considered to be instantaneous transforma- 

3 Although power cycle theory is established at the level of the monad, it is linked with 
the system of all major powers by means of capability measurement. As Houweling 
and Siccama (1991:643) note: "A critical point on a nation's capability trajectory is an 
absolute property of the nation concerned. However, the capability trajectory consists 
of the nation's shares [of the total resource pool available to the major power system 
as a whole at a given point] in time." 
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tions. Similarly, the perceptions of leaders as their states approach 
critical points may change in a gradual fashion. However, abrupt 
over-reaction to the points is considered more probable (Doran and 
Parsons 1980:951). 

James and Hebron (1993:4-5) provide this description of the prob¬ 
able perceptions and policy shifts associated with the evolutionary 
cycle: 

The lower turning point . . . marks the formal entry of the state into 
the great power system. As a "junior" member of the great power 
club, its policy orientation is toward growth and positional enhance¬ 
ment. As such, [the lower turning point] may be characterized by a 
tendency towards nationalism and expansion. The rising inflection 
point . . . denotes the state's initial experience with a decline in the 
rate of increase of relative capability. Growth and development 
continue, but not at the same frantic pace. At the upper turning 
point, . . . the power of [the state] is (for the first time) in decline 
relative to others. Danger is created by the prospect of having to 
adjust its interests to a situation where relative capability cannot 
sustain the state's current role. This transition could stimulate 
aggressive foreign policy initiatives . . . Finally, at the declining 
inflection point,. . . power continues to diminish relative to competi¬ 
tors but at a reduced rate . . . [Proximity to the second inflection 
point] may encourage attempts to arrest further deterioration 
through a reactivated foreign policy These efforts may be triggered 
by the profound hope that a reversal of fortunes holds out the 
promise of a restored position in the system. 

Doran and Parsons (1980:952) suggest that the critical points most 
likely to produce the imprudent use of force or the encumbrance of 
unyielding foreign policy positions are the two inflection points 
(where the tangents reverse direction). 

In short, power cycle theory holds that major power war results 
from a government's inability to adjust to shifts in its capacity to 
exercise power and influence. The critical points on the power cycle 
are especially likely to produce over-reaction, misperception, and the 
aggressive use of force in foreign policy. 

Summary 

The set of major powers identified by Doran and Parsons (1980:953) at 
the onset of World War I included Great Britain, France, Germany, 
Russia, Austria-Hungary, Italy, the United States, and Japan. The 
capability data employed to determine power cycles incorporated 
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measures of: (1) iron and steel production; (2) population; (3) size of 
armed forces; (4) coal production; and (5) urbanization. For the period 
between 1896 and 1914, Doran (1989:384) reports the following critical 
points for the four highest-ranking states: Russia (lower turning 
point); Germany (upper turning point); Great Britain (declining 
[second] inflection point); and the United States (rising [first] inflec¬ 
tion point). 

In describing World War I in terms of imbalances in capability and 
role, Doran (1989:393) states that: 

World War I . . . was a war over how to reconstitute the nineteenth 
century balance of power system in a way that would (1) permit the 
balanced ascendancy of Russia and the United States on the outskirts 
of the old central system; (2) resolve the problems surrounding 
Austria-Hungary's inability to politically hold sway in its perch 
astride Central Europe in the region of the Balkans; and (3) in the 
process restore equilibrium in terms of power and interests among 
the declining Britain and France and the ascendant Germany. The 
war was a war to redress the excessive disequilibrium of power and 
role within the central system, a redress requiring either major 
adjustments of role by all the leading states or a redistribution of 
relative power. 

That three of the most powerful states in Europe were passing 
through critical points in their power cycles at the turn of the 
twentieth century, with the consequent extremes of uncertainty and 
threat, made the onset of systemic war highly probable. 4 

Hierarchy 

Empirical pattern: The presence of an unstable hierarchy among the 
major powers of the international system increases the probability of 
systemic war. 

Unstable hierarchy 

Shifts in system-level power structure have an interactive effect with 
dyadic capability distributions in the onset of war. The structural 
theories of Organski (1958), Gilpin (1981), Modelski (1983), Wallerstein 
(1984), and Thompson (1988) all suggest that systemic stability and 
world order are associated with the dominance of a single state. As 


4 See Doran (1995) for a detailed description of the elements of the power cycle as they 
relate to World War I. 
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the systemic distribution of power changes from a unipolar concentra¬ 
tion of capabilities to a more diffuse multipolar balance, the disinte¬ 
gration of the hierarchy will lead to a challenge against the dominant 
state and result in global war. However, it also has been shown 
(Houweling and Siccama 1993; Geller 1992b, 1996) 5 that as the 
international system moves from a high concentration of resources in 
the leading state toward multipolarity (power diffusion), lower-order 
conflict among the set of major states will become increasingly 
probable, due to the weakening of the principal defender of the 
hierarchy. Movement toward power parity within these secondary 
nation-dyads triggers violent interactions that - though not related to 
system leadership - are still of considerable consequence. This sug¬ 
gests that the erosion of the system-level power structure links lower- 
order wars among major powers to system-shaping global wars. 
Hence, the decline of unipolar power concentration and the reor¬ 
dering of the hierarchy among the strongest states leads to secondary 
great power wars that precede system-shaping global wars. In this 
way, power distributions at both the systemic and dyadic levels of 
analysis interact synergistically to produce war among the set of 
major powers. The international hierarchy at the turn of the twentieth 
century was subject to these shifts in capabilities. 

Germany 

As Kennedy (1987:209) notes, two factors determined the enormous 
impact of the rise of imperial Germany on the international hierarchy. 
The first involved its geographical location: the unification of 
Germany in 1871 directly affected the geopolitical situations of both 
Austria-Hungary and France, and changed the relative positions of all 
major powers in Europe. The second factor involved the rates of 
German economic and military growth. By 1913, Germany had 
surpassed France, Russia, and Britain in material capabilities. 

German industrial expansion between 1890 and 1913 was phenom¬ 
enal. By the eve of World War I, its share of world manufacturing 
production (14.8 percent) was larger than Britain's (13.6 percent) and 
over twice that of France (6.1 percent). This industrial base provided 
Germany with the military tools required to alter the status quo, or 
with the resources necessary for producing those tools. For example, 
the transformation of the German navy from the sixth-ranking fleet in 

5 See chapter 6 (pp. 119-120). 
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the world to the second-ranking fleet (behind Britain's) took a mere 15 
years. By 1914, the German High Seas Fleet consisted of 13 modem 
(“dreadnought") battleships, 16 older battleships, and 5 battle crui¬ 
sers. In terms of construction, weapons, targeting and gunnery 
control, and night training, the German force was far superior to those 
of France and Russia, and a challenge to the British navy. 

Although the German army was smaller than Russia's and approxi¬ 
mately the same size as that of France, it retained an advantage over 
those states through its superior ability to mobilize and equip millions 
of reservists. German land forces also possessed quicker mobilization 
schedules, better staff training, and more advanced weaponry. 

In other areas, however, Germany confronted serious obstacles. 
Because of its location in the center of Europe, it presented a security 
threat to other proximate or contiguous major powers. The power of 
its military forces created a potential danger to both France and 
Russia and served to push those states toward tighter relations. The 
rapid expansion of the German navy similarly led to British concern 
over the increase in German capabilities. 

As Kennedy (1987:214-215) argues, Germany was the sole rising 
European state with the strength to challenge the existing order. 
However, the eastern or western expansion of its borders could only 
be accomplished at the expense of great power neighbors, and its 
explosive economic and military growth had already destabilized the 
international hierarchy. 

Austria-Hungary 

By the twentieth century, the Austro-Hungarian Empire was the 
weakest of the major powers and, by some indices, had already fallen 
from this rank. Its economic base was frail with a per capita level of 
industrialization substantially below that of the other major states and 
a share of world manufacturing production fluctuating around 4.5 
percent in the decades before the onset of World War I. Moreover, it 
was the most ethnically diverse state in Europe, a situation that 
created an additional set of problems. Dissident groups within the 
Empire sought political independence, and looked toward Serbia and 
Russia for support. The cooperation of Czech and Hungarian army 
regiments was unreliable in certain circumstances, and the loyalty of 
other groups was also suspect. The army's weapons were bordering 
on the obsolete and, due to a lack of funds, military personnel were 
kept to a minimum and received little training. 
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By the first decade of the twentieth century, the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire was in a precarious position. Its ethnic divisions promoted 
internal unrest and its economic growth rate would not permit it 
closure on such powers as Britain or Germany. Its per capita defense 
expenditures were lower than those of most other major powers, and 
its conscription ratio of soldiers to available population was the 
lowest of any other continental nation. By 1913 Austria-Hungary was 
attempting to play the role of a great power with the resources of a 
second-rank nation. 

France 

In 1914 France had only one enemy, Germany, against which it 
concentrated its economic and military power. However, the effect of 
the large sums of money allocated toward strengthening the French 
navy at the turn of the twentieth century was dissipated by frequent 
changes in naval strategy. Vacillation between ship construction for a 
commerce-raiding strategy and an opposing force structure of battle¬ 
ships left the navy with a heterogeneous fleet of ships incapable of 
matching the naval forces of Britain or Germany (Kennedy 1987:219). 
The efficiency and loyalty of the army was also undermined by 
frequent disputes with political authorities, and poor relations char¬ 
acterized civil-military interaction until the eve of World War I. 

Weakness in its economic base also constrained the power of 
France. In terms of mobile capital, France was enormously wealthy, 
and these financial resources were used to support the state's diplo¬ 
macy. A principal example was the use of loans to modernize the 
Russian strategic railway system so that in the event of war, Russia 
could mobilize more quickly against their common opponent, 
Germany. However, in comparative perspective, the French economy 
was lagging behind that of Germany. By the early 1880s, Germany's 
proportion of European manufactured exports had surpassed that of 
France and by 1911 was almost twice as high. By 1914, the total 
industrial potential of France was only about 40 percent of Germany's. 
The growth rates of France's economic base were falling below those 
of Britain and Russia as well. 6 

In sheer size, the French army was competitive - a situation that 
was maintained through the conscription of over 80 percent of its 
eligible population. For example, France could mobilize 80 divisions 


6 See the comparative economic indices in Kennedy (1987:199-202). 
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from a population of 40 million, whereas Austria-Hungary extracted 
only 48 divisions from a population of 52 million. On the other hand, 
Germany could field over 100 divisions, and possessed an available 
manpower pool (almost 10 million men) double that of France. Due to 
its larger economy, Germany could afford to allocate a smaller propor¬ 
tion of its national income to the military sector than France, but still 
spend more in absolute terms. At the onset of World War I, German 
superiority over France in the quantities of machine guns and cannon 
was in the range of 2:1 and Germany held a near monopoly in heavy 
artillery. 

Nevertheless, the French believed their prospects in war against 
Germany to be favorable. The army had adopted an offensive strategy 
over a defensive one, and the expectation was for a war of brief 
duration. What would be critical in such a contest was not the size of 
the economic base which could be mobilized during the war, but 
rather the immediate impact of existing forces. A second factor in 
France's favor was its 1904 entente with Britain. The German threat to 
British naval power and its potential dominance in Europe assured 
France of British support in the event of war. France was a major 
power in relative decline, but with support from Britain and Russia in 
a conflict with Germany, it could envision the prospect of victory. 

Great Britain 

The capabilities of Great Britain were imposing. By 1900, it possessed 
the largest empire in history. The British navy was the equal of the 
next two top-ranking fleets combined, it held a network of naval bases 
which circled the globe, and it operated the world's largest merchant 
fleet. Britain was also the principal beneficiary in the evolving global 
economy. 

In comparative perspective, however, British power was in decline. 
The pinnacle of Britain's relative power was achieved a few decades 
after its military victory in 1815. Nevertheless, by 1870, British 
supremacy was eroding due to a shift in industrial capacity and the 
military forces that flowed from it. The erosion of Britain's economic 
base, in relative terms, was producing a fundamental alteration in the 
international hierarchy. 

As Kennedy (1987:228) notes: 

Industrial production, which had grown at an annual rule of about 4 
percent in the period 1820 to 1840 and about 3 percent between 1840 
and 1870, became more sluggish; between 1875 and 1894 it grew at 
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just over 1.5 percent annually, far less than that of the country's chief 
rivals . . . Whereas in 1880 the United Kingdom still contained 22.9 
percent of total world manufacturing output, that figure had shrunk 
to 13.6 percent by 1913; and while its share of world trade was 23.2 
percent in 1880, it was only 14.1 percent in 1911-1913. In terms of 
industrial muscle,. . . imperial Germany had moved ahead. 

On the positive side, the British ship-building industry was still the 
world's leader. In the first decade of the twentieth century, Britain 
produced 60 percent of the world's merchant tonnage and 33 percent 
of its warships. It was also enormously wealthy, and although it was 
among the leaders in military spending prior to 1914, it required a 
smaller percentage of its national income to maintain this position 
than any other major power in Europe. Geographically, the physical 
separation of the British Isles from continental Europe provided a 
strategic advantage; defense against invasion by opposing armies 
could be secured by sea power rather than land power. 

Kennedy (1987:231) concludes that on balance - in the decades 
before the onset of World War I - Britain had been surpassed 
industrially by Germany and was experiencing intense competition in 
its commercial, colonial, and maritime operations. Nevertheless, he 
maintains that on the strength of its financial resources, industrial 
base, imperial holdings, and naval preeminence, it "was still probably 
the 'number-one' world power, even if its lead was much less marked 
than in 1850." 

Russia 

On the basis of sheer size alone, Russia was a legitimate member in 
the set of major European powers. For hundreds of years, Russian 
expansion toward the west, south, and east had increased the area 
under its control. It contained a population three times greater than 
Germany's and four times the size of Britain's. Its army was the 
largest of any European power's during the nineteenth century, and it 
maintained this advantage up to the outbreak of World War I. Russian 
military expenditures were also at or near the top of all European 
powers in the decade before 1914. Railroad construction, with French 
support, was proceeding at a rapid pace and a new naval fleet was 
under construction following the war with Japan in 1904-1905. 

However, Kennedy (1987:233-238) argues that evaluations of 
Russian power in "absolute" and "relative" terms produce two 
opposing conclusions on Russia's capabilities: 
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To begin with, it was now much stronger industrially than it had 
been at the time of the Crimean War. Between 1860 and 1913 - a very 
lengthy period - Russian industrial output grew at the impressive 
annual average rate of 5 percent, and in the 1890s the rate was closer 
to 8 percent . . . Foreign trade . . . nearly tripled between 1890 and 
1914, when Russia became the world's sixth-largest trading nation 
... By 1914, as many histories have pointed out, Russia had become 
the fourth industrial power in the world . . . Yet the assessment of 
Russian strength is worse when it comes to comparative output. 
Although Russia was the fourth-largest industrial power before 1914, 
it was a long way behind . . . Britain and Germany. In the indices of 
its steel production, energy consumption, share of world manufac¬ 
turing production, and total industrial potential, it was eclipsed by 
Britain and Germany . . . Despite all its own absolute increases in 
industrial output in this period . . . Russia's productive strength was 
actually decreasing relative to Germany's. 

In a conflict against Austria-Hungary and Germany, Russian mili¬ 
tary capabilities had to be considered problematical. The Russian 
army was composed of conscripted peasants, unsuited for modem 
industrialized war. In the areas of technical training, communications, 
troop movement, deployment and use of heavy artillery, machine 
guns, and aircraft, Russian weakness and inefficiency were evident. 
The Russian navy was modem, but the level of technical training for 
naval personnel was limited. Similarly, the number of miles of 
Russian railroad track in 1914 was high, but when compared to the 
enormous expanse of territory which had to be traversed for mobiliza¬ 
tion and troop movement, its inadequacy becomes clear. 

Kennedy (1987:241) concludes his analysis of Russian capabilities 
by noting that the state was growing - in absolute terms - at a rapid 
rate. Its industrial base and military power were increasing; but it was 
not yet prepared in 1914 for war with Germany. 

Summary 

The empirical pattern of an unstable hierarchy is associated with the 
onset of systemic war. A data-based analysis of the major power 
hierarchy prior to 1914 will be used to illustrate the dyadic and 
systemic shifts in relative capabilities leading to the outbreak of World 
War I. 

Information on capabilities for major power dyads over the 11-year 
period before the onset of World War I was drawn from the Correlates 
of War (COW) database. The COW National Capability data set 
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encompasses six measures covering three dimensions of national 
power. Two measures involve military capabilities (military expendi¬ 
tures and military personnel); two measures tap industrial capabilities 
(energy consumption and iron/steel production); and two measures 
involve demographic variables (total population and urban popu¬ 
lation). 7 To measure relative capabilities on a yearly basis for each 
dyad, a Composite Index of National Capability (CINC) was devel¬ 
oped for every state. Yearly CINC scores were created by first 
obtaining the sum of the values on all six capability variables for the 
dyad. A summary score was then computed indicating the percentage 
share possessed by each nation of the total capability pool of the dyad 
for every year. In addition, a second measure of relative capability - 
one based on the military dimension (Mil. Cap.) alone - was calcu¬ 
lated for each dyad. The military component of national capabilities 
was provided with a separate analysis under the assumption that 
nations which identify each other as security threats may react more 
readily to changes in the military balance than to shifts in more 
broadly-based measures of national capability. Here, the percentage 
share for each nation of the pooled military resources (expenditures 
and personnel) of the dyad was computed on a yearly basis. 

The final procedure involved the determination of capability bal¬ 
ances within each dyad. Multiple categories were established to 
distinguish among the various possible static and dynamic power 
balances at the time of the onset of war. The "stability" of the power 
balance over time was reflected by the use of two sets of measures. A 
"stable" or static balance of either preponderance or parity was deter¬ 
mined by a consistent threshold differential of 20 percent or more in 
the decade between 1903 and 1913. Specifically, the consistent 
minimum of a 60 percent share of the dyad's total capability pool by 
one state was necessary to classify the balance as preponderant. This 
distribution provides a minimum capability ratio of > 3:2 over time. A 
capability ratio lower than this threshold was classified as reflecting a 
static balance of parity. An "unstable" or dynamic balance involving 
either a power shift or transition was defined as a change in relative 
capabilities of 20 percent or more (e.g., a shift from a 60 percent/40 
percent distribution of the capability pool to a 50 percent/50 percent 
distribution [a ratio shift of 3:2 to 1:1]), or a reversal of leading position 
within the dyad, in the 11-year period before the onset of World War I. 

7 See chapter 7, n.5. 
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Table 8.1. Relative capability 


Measures of capability balance over time 

Variable 

Definition 

Static (stable) balance 

Preponderance / parity: 

Relative capabilities (CINC/Mil. Cap. scores) 
differ by 20 percent or more (preponderance) or 
by less than 20 percent (parity) in the 11-year 
period between 1903 and 1913. 

Dynamic (unstable) balance 

Shift/transition: 

A change in relative capabilities (CINC/Mil. 
Cap. scores) of 20 percent or more (shift) or the 
passing of one state's capability score by the 
other state's capability score (transition), one or 
more times in the 11-year period between 1903 
and 1913. 


The operational definitions for these capability balances are given in 
Table 8.1. 

A capability analysis based on these criteria for the three principal 
major power dyads of the United Kingdom (Britain)/Germany, 
France/Germany, and Germany/Russia produced the following 
results. The UK/Germany dyad reflected unstable distributions for 
both CINC and Mil. Cap. measures during the 11-year period before 
the onset of World War I. The relative capabilities of Britain and 
Germany - when measured by CINC scores - underwent three 
transitions between 1903 and 1913, with the last transition (to Germa¬ 
ny's advantage) occurring in 1912. When capabilities were measured 
by Mil. Cap. scores, a similar pattern emerged. A shift in relative 
military strength (to Germany's advantage) occurs in 1907, followed 
by three transitions (in 1908, 1910, and 1913). The last transition in 
military capabilities, in 1913, was also to the advantage of Germany. 8 

In contradistinction, the France/Germany dyad reflected a stable 
capability balance for both CINC and Mil. Cap. measures for the 11- 
year period before World War I. The relative capabilities of France and 
Germany - when measured by CINC scores - was stable, with 
German preponderance, for the entire period. The ratio was approxi¬ 
mately 2:1 in Germany's favor. When capabilities were measured by 

8 Dyads indicating close equality in capabilities - and where each state is increasing its 
power base - frequently will evidence multiple transitions in short periods of time. 
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Mil. Cap. scores, a pattern of stable parity emerges, with Germany 
possessing a small advantage. 

The Germany/Russia dyad presents a mixture of patterns, with the 
differences determined by the capability measure used in the analysis. 
When relative capabilities were measured by CINC scores, a pattern 
of stable parity emerges, with a small advantage to Germany. 
However, when relative capabilities were measured by Mil. Cap. 
scores the pattern of a dynamic balance appears, with transitions in 
military strength occurring in 1907,1909, and 1913. The last transition, 
in the year before the onset of World War I, was to the advantage of 
Germany. 

The analysis of capability balances for the three great power dyads 
involved in the onset of World War I has revealed patterns of 
instability in military capability in two cases (UK/Germany and 
Germany/Russia), and one case of stable parity (France/Germany). 
When relative capabilities were measured by the more broadly-based 
CINC scores, the dyads exhibited two cases of stable parity (France/ 
Germany and Germany/Russia) and one case of an unstable balance 
(UK/Germany). In all cases, the advantage went to Germany. Table 
8.2 summarizes these relationships. 

However, these dyadic capability balances present an incomplete 
picture of the international hierarchy in the decades leading up to 
World War I. The dynamic nature of the hierarchy over time can be 
depicted by a calculation of the capability trajectories of all major 
powers based on the total pool of available resources. Because the 
general stability of the hierarchy - and particularly the degree of 
advantage possessed by the strongest state over its nearest com¬ 
petitors - is associated with the probability of systemic war, this type 
of calculation can best illustrate the structure of the pre-1914 hier¬ 
archy. 

The data in the following analysis is drawn from the COW National 
Capability data set and utilizes the same six measures covering three 
dimensions of national power. 9 Since this study focuses on the war 
behavior of a restricted class of major powers, a Composite Index of 
National Capability (CINC) was developed to reflect the relative 
capability scores of this subset of nations. Major powers were identi¬ 
fied on the basis of COW coding procedures (Small and Singer 1982: 
44-45). CINC scores were created by first obtaining the sum of major 

9 See chapter 7, n.5. 
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Table 8.2. Dyadic capability balances, 1903-1913 

Dyad Capability balance CINC 

UK/Germany CINC: Unstable 1908 (Transition) 

1909 (Transition) 
1912 (Transition) 

Mil. Cap.: Unstable 


France/Germany CINC: Stable Preponderance 

Mil. Cap.: Stable 

Germany/Russia CINC: Stable Parity 

Mil. Cap.: Unstable 


Mil. Cap. 


CINC advantage 

UK < GMY 
UK > GMY 
UK < GMY 


FRN < GMY 


GMY > RUS 


1907 (Shift) 

1908 (Transition) 
1910 (Transition) 
1913 (Transition) 

Parity 

1907 (Transition) 

1909 (Transition) 
1913 (Transition) 


Mil. Cap. advantage 


UK > GMY 
UK < GMY 
UK > GMY 
UK < GMY 


FRN < GMY 


GMY > RUS 
GMY < RUS 
GMY > RUS 
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power values on each of the six capability variables; the percentage of 
the total value for all majors that was controlled by each nation on 
each of the six measures was calculated. A summary score was then 
computed indicating the percentage share of the total capability pool 
of all majors possessed by each major power. For example, in 1816 
England controlled a 0.3301 share of the total capabilities possessed by 
all major powers, whereas France had a 0.1960 share of the pool. 
These summary capability scores (CINCs) combining the six variables 
were computed for all major powers on a yearly basis from 1816 
through 1976. A further distinction was then drawn between those 
major powers (i.e., "great powers") that controlled at minimum a 
0.1000 share of the capability base and those major powers whose 
CINCs were below 10 percent. This narrowed the set of major powers 
to between three and five states in a given year. The nations which 
met these criteria are as follows: 


1816-1859 

1860-1864 

1865-1899 

1900-1934 

1935-1945 

1946-1949 

1950-1976 


Great powers 

England /UK, France, Russia, Austria-Hungary 
England/UK, France, Russia 
England/UK, France, Russia, Prussia/Germany 
United States, England/UK, France, 

Russia/Soviet Union, Germany 

United States, England/UK, Soviet Union, 

Germany 

United States, Soviet Union, England/UK 
United States, Soviet Union, People's Republic of 
China 


A final procedure involved the computation of average CINC scores 
for each great power for five-year periods beginning in 1816. 

The measure of hierarchical stability was constructed to reflect 
changes along a unipolar concentration/diffusion continuum. Com¬ 
position of the measure involved the calculation of the average change 
in the lead nation's share of the capability pool of all great powers 
over ten-year periods beginning in 1820. An increase or decrease in 
the lead nation's average CINC score was noted between each 
successive period. The lead nation's CINC share for the years 1816 
through 1819 constituted the initial baseline. A summary statement of 
unipolar concentration phases (combining contiguous ten-year 
periods) is as follows: 
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England/United 
Kingdom (ENG) 
1816-1950 
France (FR) 

1816-1934 

Prussia/Germany (GMY) 
1865-1945 


-Russia/USSR (RUS) 

1816-1976 

-Austria-Hungary 

(A-H) 1816-1859 

-United States (US) 

1900-1976 


-People's Republic 

of China (PRC) 
1950-1976 


Figure 8.1 Hierarchy: great powers, 1816-1976 


Phases of 

Decreasing concentration Increasing concentration 

1820-1829 1830-1869 

1870-1914 1920-1929 

1930-1939 1946-1955 

1956-1976 

The individual capability trajectories of the great powers and the 
shifts in power concentration are indicated in Figure 8.1. 

Figure 8.1 depicts a dynamic international hierarchy of increasing 
instability in the decades between 1870 and 1914. The capability 
advantage of Britain begins a long decline while the trajectories of 
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Germany, France, and Russia exhibit convergence and transitions in 
the years immediately preceding the onset of World War I. 

The foregoing analysis has demonstrated that in the period from 
1870 to 1914 the international system moved from a high concentra¬ 
tion of resources in the leading state toward multipolarity (power 
diffusion). The principal defender of the status quo - Britain - lost its 
relative advantage over other great powers. Moreover, movement 
toward power parity within these great power dyads created security 
threats and hostile interactions that - though not related to system 
leadership - served as a trigger to global war. World War I may begin 
as a struggle over the Balkans between Russia and Austria-Hungary, 
but the rising national power of Germany, the security threat to 
France, and the decline of Britain all reflected an international 
hierarchy on the verge of violent collapse. 


Political systems 

Empirical pattern: The absence of democratic governments increases 
the probability of war between states. 

Germany 

Keylor (1992:44-45) characterizes the pre-1914 German political 

system as follows: 

The political structure of the German Reich, as defined by the federal 
constitution of 1871, may best be described as a facade of a parlia¬ 
mentary monarchy superimposed upon the edifice of an authori¬ 
tarian state dominated by the reactionary, militarist, landowning 
aristocracy of Prussia. The hereditary position of German emperor 
was vested in the King of Prussia, who enjoyed the exclusive power 
to appoint and dismiss the head of government (the chancellor), to 
conduct foreign relations, to command the armed forces in time of 
war, to convoke and adjourn the bicameral parliament, and, through 
the chancellor, to initiate all domestic legislation. Prussian control of 
the upper house of the parliament (the Bundesrat) was preserved 
through a complex system of indirect and weighted representation 
together with the constitutional stipulation of a Prussian veto on 
legislation concerning military affairs. Even the lower house of the 
imperial legislature (the Reichstag), though elected by direct repre¬ 
sentation on the basis of universal male suffrage, was prevented 
from exercising the type of legislative authority associated with 
genuine parliamentary systems such as those of Great Britain and 
France. The head of government (the chancellor) was responsible to 
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the emperor, while his cabinet ministers were responsible only to 
him. This meant that a government was free to remain in office 
without a legislative majority so long as it retained the confidence of 
the hereditary ruler. 

In short, neither the Bundesrat nor the Reichstag had much substan¬ 
tive power. This was particularly true with regard to foreign policy. 
The constitution placed these responsibilities solely in the control of 
the emperor. It was his privilege to determine the course of war or 
peace. 

France 

Kagan (1995:86-87) describes the political system of pre-World War I 
France as follows: 

By 1875 a series of fundamental laws had established a republican 
regime in France . . . The Third Republic, as it was called, had 
probably the most democratic constitution of any European state. 
The legislature . . . consisted of two houses, the Chamber of Depu¬ 
ties, whose members were elected by universal male suffrage for a 
four-year term, and a Senate, whose . . . members were elected 
indirectly for terms of nine years. The two houses were ostensibly 
equal, but in fact the directly elected, more democratic, Chamber of 
Deputies was the more powerful. Ministries and governments 
needed a majority in the Chamber to win appointment, and a vote of 
no confidence there brought them down. The two houses met jointly 
... to elect the President of the Republic who served a seven-year 
term. In practice he was usually only... a ceremonial figurehead . . . 
The true executive power rested with the Cabinet of Ministers. The 
real decisions were made in negotiations among the leaders of the 
parties, and the ministers were responsible to the Chamber. The 
French political system consisted of a multitude of parties . . . All 
governments, therefore, were composed of coalitions and could be 
dissolved by disagreements on a wide range of questions. Between 
1890 and 1914 France had forty-three governments and twenty-six 
prime ministers. 

The Third Republic was a democratically-based political system with 
both domestic and foreign policy issues subject to intense influence 
from partisan politics, press coverage, and the moods of public 
opinion. 


Great Britain 

Kagan (1995:89-90) argues that despite the democratic structure of the 
political system, few constraints on foreign policy decisionmaking 
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existed in pre-1914 Britain. He characterizes the system in the follow¬ 
ing way: 

Great Britain . . . was formally a constitutional monarchy but in fact 
an increasingly democratic parliamentary government. Queen Vic¬ 
toria, Edward VII, and George V were little more than figureheads 
who reigned but did not rule. The true executive element in the 
constitution was the Cabinet, theoretically chosen by the monarch 
but really by the party holding a majority in the House of Commons. 
Led by a prime minister of the party's choosing, the Cabinet 
appointed officials, supervised the administration, and introduced 
legislation in Parliament. In turn, it was responsible to the Parlia¬ 
ment. It could be expelled from office by a vote of no confidence or 
by failing to pass an important piece of legislation. For the most part 
the Parliament was divided between the major parties. Conservatives 
and Liberals. When the ruling party failed on a key vote it could 
resign and allow the other party to try to form a Cabinet or it could 
dissolve the Parliament and force new elections to determine which 
party could form the new government . . . Britain's true sovereign 
was Parliament, divided into two houses. Lords and Commons. 
Throughout this period Commons was the dominant member, but 
until 1909 the House of Lords had the right to delay or even to block 
legislation passed by the Commons. In that year the Lords were 
deprived of that power, and the Commons ruled without hindrance. 
The House of Commons was elected by popular vote for a term of six 
years, which might be shortened if the Cabinet dissolved it to hold 
new elections. The reform bills of the nineteenth century had 
broadened the franchise considerably, but it left as many as one third 
of the men of Britain without the vote. 

With regard to foreign policy, Kagan notes that British Foreign 
Ministers had a high degree of autonomy, and that the Cabinet was 
not an effective instrument of control. Parliament had even less 
influence over foreign policy - required only to approve treaties that 
entailed financial commitments or to consent to the peacetime cession 
of territory. 

Russia 

Hammer (1974:21-24) describes the Russian political system in the 
years preceding World War I in the following terms: 

At the beginning of the twentieth century, the Russian Empire was 
the only European state which officially proclaimed itself to be an 
"autocracy." In theory, all legal power was vested in the person of 
the tsar . . . The ministers of the government were his personal 
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appointees . . . The laws of the empire were the tsar's decrees. Since 
there was no elected legislature, there was ... no need for political 
parties in any form; and, until 1905, all political groupings which 
might voice opposition to the government were outlawed ... In 
1905, [following defeat in the Russo-Japanese War] there was a 
revolution against the autocracy; and in the face of popular rebellion, 
the tsar gave some ground. The censorship was ended, as was the 
formal ban on political parties. An elected national assembly, the 
Duma, was created. But even with these reforms, the Russian 
political system was far from democratic. The deputies to the Duma 
were elected indirectly, and the electoral system was devised to favor 
social groups . . . thought to be loyal to the tsar. When the first two 
elections produced deputies who were hostile to the regime, the 
Duma was dissolved and the electoral system revised. 

In short, the introduction of a constitution and the creation of a 
legislature did not alter the fundamentally autocratic nature of the 
Russian political system. 

Austria-Hungary 

Kagan (1995:95-97) describes the political system of Austria-Hungary 
prior to World War I in the following way: 

In the Middle Ages the German family the Habsburgs began forging 
a great empire in central Europe from the borders of Russia and 
Rumania on the east to the Alps and the Adriatic in the west. Early in 
the twentieth century it was the third largest state in Europe, behind 
Russia and Germany. It was unique among the great powers in being 
a polyglot empire in which the ruling nationality was a small 
minority of the population. Of the Habsburg emperor's more than 
fifty million subjects in 1910 only about twelve million were 
Germans; ten million were Magyars, the ruling people of Hungary. 
The rest were Czechs, Slovaks, Poles, Ukranians, Rumanians, Serbs, 
Croats, Slovenes, Italians, Slavic Muslims, and a scattering of others. 
In 1867 the Habsburg realm was divided into two separate states 
called the Empire of Austria and the Kingdom of Hungary, united 
under a single flag and under the sovereignty of a single monarch 
[the emperor] . . . Each state had its own language, its own consti¬ 
tution, officials, and Parliament. In practice the Parliaments were 
powerless and ineffective. 

In sum, in the years before the onset of World War I, Austria-Hungary 
established the external trappings of constitutional parliamentary 
government while in fact maintaining a system of bureaucratic 
absolutism. Emperor Franz Joseph (1848-1916) of Austria-Hungary, 
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like the emperors of Germany and Russia, possessed ultimate 
decisionmaking power in questions of war or peace. 

Summary 

The preceding descriptions of the political systems of Germany, 
France, Great Britain, Russia, and Austria-Hungary on the eve of 
World War I suggest which systems were democratically-based and 
which systems were not. A more systematic, comparative approach to 
the issue of the presence or absence of democratic government can be 
undertaken by utilizing the ordinal data on political characteristics 
collected by Banks (1971). Banks' Cross-Polity Time-Series (CPTS) 
database contains four ordinal-scale variables on political characteris¬ 
tics relevant to the question of democratic government. This segment 
of the database includes all states for the period between 1815 and 
1966. 

Field J of the CPTS database involves "effective executive selec¬ 
tion." 10 The ordinal variable includes entries for: (1) direct election; (2) 
indirect election; and (3) nonelective. Field K of the database com¬ 
prises an ordinal variable for "parliamentary responsibility" 11 with 
the following entries: (0) irrelevant; (1) absent; (2) incomplete; and (3) 
complete. Field O of the database is an ordinal variable for "legislative 
effectiveness" 12 and has the following entries: (0) none; (1) ineffective; 
(2) partially effective; and (3) effective. Field P of the database is an 
ordinal variable involving "legislative selection" 13 and includes 
entries for: (0) none; (1) nonelective; and (2) elective. 

To create a scale for "democracy" based on these four variables. 
Field J was recoded from (1) to (3) for increasingly democratic 
selection of the executive. Fields K, O, and P had original ordinal 
codings for increasing democratic attributes. Combining the four 

10 This variable includes methods of executive selection by. popular vote, committed 
delegates, uncommitted electoral college or elected assembly, and nonelective 
methods of selection. See Banks (1971) Field J for a precise description of the variable. 

11 This variable refers "to the degree to which a premier must depend on the support of 
a majority in the lower house of the legislature in order to remain in office." See 
Banks (1971) Field K. 

12 This variable includes entries for: no legislature, "rubber stamp" legislature, weak 
legislature, and autonomous legislature. See Banks (1971) Field O for a precise 
description of the variable. 

13 This variable includes entries for: no legislature, appointment by executive selection 
or hereditary right, ascription, and indirect or direct popular election. See Banks 
(1971) Field P for a precise description of the variable. 
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variables produces a democracy scale with a maximum score of 11 
(highly democratic) and a minimum score of 1 (absence of democ¬ 
racy). For the year 1913, the following scores were calculated for the 
initial major power participants in World War I: 

Democracy index: 1913 


Great Britain 10 

France 10 

Germany 6 

Austria-Hungary 5 
Russia 5 


Given that Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Russia possessed elective 
legislatures but of minimal effectiveness and responsibility, and also 
possessed nonelective executives, their rankings accurately reflect 
systems of democratic facade. The scores of both Britain and France 
are double those of Austria-Hungary and Russia, and are substantially 
higher than Germany's. On the basis of this comparative analysis, it 
may be concluded that only Britain and France possessed democrati¬ 
cally-based political systems on the eve of World War I. Structural and 
normative constraints on war decisions of political leaders in 
Germany, Russia, and Austria-Hungary were insignificant. In fact, the 
case analysis suggests that structural constraints on British war 
decisions were also minimal. That World War I begins with the conflict 
over the Balkans between the non-democratic states of Austria- 
Hungary and Russia, and that the Dual Alliance of Austria-Hungary 
and Germany confronts the democratic states of Britain and France is 
consistent with the empirical pattern of war probabilities for opposing 
nations lacking matched democratic political systems. 


Enduring rivals 

Empirical pattern: The presence of an enduring rivalry increases the 
probability of war within a dyad. 

France/Germany 

The subject of enduring rivalries has been discussed in chapters 1 and 
7. To briefly summarize, it has been noted that a small number of 
conflict-prone dyads - or "enduring rivals" - account for a dis¬ 
proportionately large amount of the violence that occurs in the 
interstate system. Multiple definitions of "enduring rivals" with 
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different criteria for inclusion in the population set have been used in 
the compilation of databases. For example, Wayman (1982, 1996) 
includes any major power dyad that engages in two or more militar¬ 
ized disputes within a 10-year span; Diehl (1985) defines a major 
power rivalry as any dyad engaging in three or more militarized 
disputes within a 15-year span; Gochman and Maoz (1984) construct a 
set that includes all dyads which have engaged in a minimum of 
seven militarized disputes during the period from 1816 to 1980. 

Huth, Bennett and Gelpi (1992) define rivalries in a different 
manner. Specifically, Huth et al. eliminate the frequency of militarized 
disputes as a criterion of rivalry and focus instead on dissatisfaction 
with the status quo, perception of security threat, and viability of the 
usage of military force. Concentrating on great powers alone, Huth et 
al. produce a set of 18 major power rivals for the period between 1816 
and 1975. 

The rivalries set used in the analysis of the Iran/Iraq War in chapter 
7 was based on criteria established by Wayman and Jones (1991). This 
highly restrictive definition of enduring rivals excludes all short- and 
medium-term conflict dyads from consideration. The criteria delineate 
a small set of long-term rivalries which are responsible for almost 40 
percent of all militarized disputes occurring between 1816 and 1986, 
despite the fact that the rivalries constitute only about 8 percent of the 
total dyad-years for that period. In short, these are the most conflict- 
prone pairs in the interstate system. 

For the analysis presented here, enduring rivalries were again 
defined according to the time/density dispute criteria established by 
Wayman and Jones. These criteria involve the "severity," "durability," 
and "continuity" of the rivalry, 14 and produce a set of 29 enduring 
rivals 15 for the period between 1816 and 1986. Of these rivalries, seven 
involve major power dyads. Four of these major power dyads engaged 
in at least one war. Table 8.3 identifies the warring major power dyads 
and their wars. The France/Germany dyad appears in this list. 

Summary 

The France/Germany dyad constitutes an enduring rivalry from 1850 
to 1945 on the basis of time/density dispute criteria. Over this period 


14 See chapter 7 (p. 152) for a description of these criteria. 

15 See chapter 7 (table 7.1) for a complete list of the enduring rivalries generated by 
these criteria. 
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Table 8.3. Warring major power rivals, 1816-1986 


Rivalry 

Wars 

Year (initiation/entry) 

Austria-Hungary / Italy 

Seven Weeks' War 

1866 

World War I 

1915 

France / Prussia (Germany) 

Franco-Prussian War 

1870 


World War I 

1914 


World War II 

1939 

Russia(USSR) / Japan 

Russo-Japanese War 

1904 


Changkuofeng War 

1938 


Nomohan War 

1939 


World War II 

1945 

USA/China 

Korean War 

1950 


of 96 years, France and Germany engaged in 17 militarized disputes 
(14 subwar disputes and 3 wars). Six of these militarized disputes 
occurred after the Franco-Prussian War (1870) and before the Treaty of 
Versailles (1919). The last of these six disputes involved the onset of 
World War I. 

Alliances 

Empirical pattern: The presence of polarized alliances increases the 
probability of the seriousness (magnitude/duration/severity) of war. 

Alliances (1890-1914) 

As many historians have noted, an important element in understand¬ 
ing certain characteristics of World War I involves the system of major 
power alliances and their subsequent polarization in the years pre¬ 
ceding the outbreak of the war. With few exceptions, most of the 
interstate wars of the 1890s were dyadic conflicts (e.g., the Sino- 
Japanese War, the Greco-Turkish War, the Spanish-American War, 
etc.). However, by the end of the first decade of the twentieth century, 
the polarized alliance systems of the major powers led to the expecta¬ 
tion that the next great war would be between coalitions. 

Alliance diplomacy affected the behavior of all the major European 
states, including Britain, as a result of long-standing rivalries and 
perceived security threats. As Kennedy (1987:249) observes: 

The creation of fixed military alliances in peacetime - rarely if ever 
seen before - was begun by Bismarck in 1879, when he sought to 
"control" Vienna's foreign policy, and to warn off St. Petersburg, by 
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establishing the Austro-German alliance . . .; but the longer-lasting 
legacy of Bismarck's action was that Germany bound itself to come 
to Austria-Hungary's aid in the event of a Russian attack. 

Bismarck's alliance objectives are described generally as short-term 
and defensive - to isolate France diplomatically and to organize 
opposition against a possible Russian invasion of the Balkans - but 
the alliance with Austria-Hungary in 1879 led to suspicion in both 
France and Russia that Berlin was constructing a coalition to be used 
against them in wartime. 

The ability of France to recover Alsace-Lorraine and Russia's drive 
to expand in eastern Europe were blocked by German power. In the 
absence of other major continental alliance partners for either state, 
France and Russia sought coalition with each other. France could offer 
money (loans) and modem weaponry to St. Petersburg; Russia could 
provide military support for Paris. By 1894 the German/Austro- 
Hungarian alliance was matched by the Franco/Russian alliance. 

These two coalitions appeared to stabilize the European situation. 
Kennedy (1987:250) argues that at this point: 

A rough equilibrium existed between the two alliance blocs, making 
the results of a Great Power conflict more incalculable, and thus less 
likely, than before. Having escaped from their isolation, France and 
Russia turned away to African and Asian concerns . . . Germany was 
also turning toward Weltpolitik. 

One result of this colonial expansionism on the part of France, Russia, 
and Germany was to create a perceived security threat to the British 
Empire. Britain generally had maintained its separation from Euro¬ 
pean political machinations, but the imperial maneuverings of the 
continental powers caused problems for British security and threa¬ 
tened the resources available to support it. 

With the advent of the twentieth century, the extra-systemic 
"imperial rivalries" among the major powers began to have repercus¬ 
sions within the European theater. Specifically, Britain moved to end 
its isolation and consolidate its strategic situation. For example: 
concessions to the United States permitted the removal of British 
military resources from the western hemisphere; the implementation 
of the Anglo-Japanese alliance in 1902 alleviated the British strategic 
burden in China; and there was movement toward settling outstand¬ 
ing colonial issues with France. 

Although these maneuvers appeared to affect only extra-systemic 
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affairs, they nevertheless had an impact on European relations. 
Kennedy (1987:251) observes that: 

The resolution of Britain's strategical dilemmas in the western 
hemisphere . . . eased some of the pressures upon the Royal Navy 
. . . and enhanced its prospects of consolidating in wartime; and 
settling Anglo-French rivalries would mean an even greater boost to 
Britain's naval security. . . Finally, even the distant Anglo-Japanese 
alliance was to have repercussions upon the European states system, 
since it made it unlikely that any third power would intervene when 
Japan decided in 1904 to challenge Russia . . .; when that war broke 
out . . . the Anglo-Japanese treaty and the Franco-Russian alliance 
strongly induced . . . Britain and France respectively, to work with 
each other to avoid being drawn openly into the conflict. 

Thus, the alliance between Austria-Hungary and Germany in combin¬ 
ation with the Russo-Japanese War led to the entente of 1904 between 
France and Britain and ended their years of conflict. 

Underlying the British-French entente was a mutual fear induced 
by the rising power of Germany. German political ambitions on the 
continent appeared to threaten French security, and the German 
High Seas Fleet had a range and configuration that suggested that 
British naval forces were its target. Yet another factor driving the 
British-French entente was the internal unrest in Russia which 
peaked during 1905. The uprising against the autocratic rule of the 
Tsar appeared to both France and Britain to reduce the role of Russia 
as a military counterweight to Germany. With the relative capabilities 
of Germany rising, the prospects for France - in the event of war - 
looked dire. 

The British-French entente of 1904 was followed by the 1907 Anglo- 
Russian entente over Persia, Tibet, and Afghanistan. Although the 
agreement focused on the elimination of a set of nineteenth-century 
regional conflicts between London and St. Petersburg, it produced 
unease in Germany and a fear of encirclement by hostile states. The 
Anglo-German naval race of 1908-1909 added to the spiral of suspi¬ 
cion and threat growing between Britain and Germany. 16 When 
Austria-Hungary formally annexed Bosnia-Herzegovina during the 
Balkan crises of 1908-1909, Russian opposition to the move was met 
by a German ultimatum that Russia "accept the fait accompli or suffer 


16 For an analysis of the extended Anglo-German naval rivalry see Stoll (1992). For a 
study of the final years of the naval race before the onset of World War I see Maurer 
(1992). 
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the consequences" (Kennedy 1987:253). The reaction by the Tsar was 
to increase military expenditures and to move diplomatically closer to 
Britain and France. 

Thus, by 1909 the polarization of the major power alliances was 
complete. Britain subsequently intervened on the side of France and 
against Germany in the Agadir (Morocco) crisis of 1911. By 1912, the 
states of the Balkan League had essentially eliminated the rule of the 
Ottoman Empire; developments in the Balkans threatened interests of 
both Austria-Hungary and Russia; and the 1914 assassination of 
Archduke Franz Ferdinand was followed by Austria-Hungary's 
action against Serbia and by Russia's military response. 

Hence, the assassination in June of 1914 ignites a general crisis 
which culminates in World War I. Austria-Hungary rejects Serbian 
conciliation and attacks Belgrade. Russia mobilizes its military forces 
to assist its Serbian ally. Germany implements the Schlieffen Plan with 
its preemptive strike through Belgium against France. Britain joins the 
conflict on the side of France and Russia. 

Summary 

The polarized alliance systems did not precipitate the onset of World 
War I - they merely reflected the competing and complementary 
interests of the major powers and their perceived security threats. 
However, the alliances did produce a war of enormous magnitude, 
duration, and severity. As Kennedy (1987:256) notes: 

[H]ad the Russians been allowed to attack Austria-Hungary alone, or 
had the Germans been permitted a rerun of their 1870 war against 
France while the other powers remained neutral, the prospects of 
victory. . . seem incontestable. But these coalitions meant that even if 
one belligerent was heavily beaten in a campaign or saw that its 
resources were inadequate to sustain further conflict, it was encour¬ 
aged to remain in the war by the hope - and promises - of aid from 
its allies . . . Thus, the alliance system itself virtually guaranteed that 
the war would not be swiftly decided, and meant in turn that victory 
in this lengthy duel would go - as in the great coalition wars of the 
eighteenth century - to the side whose combination of both military/ 
naval and financial/industrial/technological resources was the 
greatest. 

In short, the polarized alliance systems of the major powers ensured 
that if a war did occur, it would be a war of truly devastating 
consequences. 
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Conclusion 

The historical event of World War I (1914) has been described in the 
format of a case study. However, the critical factors leading to both the 
onset and seriousness of this war have been identified as empirical 
uniformities common to a broad set of wars. The state-level, dyadic- 
level, and systemic-level factors of proximity/contiguity, status-rank, 
power cycle, unstable hierarchy, absence of democratic governments 
in opposing coalitions, presence of an enduring rivalry, and presence 
of polarized alliances all increased the probability of the onset of a 
war of enormous magnitude, duration, and severity. 

The detailed case analysis reveals how these factors combined to 
produce the war in question: the territorial issues in conflict, the 
security threats, and the physical opportunity to deal with the 
problems by military force were provided by the proximate and 
contiguous borders of the major European states; the high status-rank 
of Britain, Germany, France, Russia, and Austria-Hungary increased 
the probability of the use of force; the conjunctive passage of Britain, 
Germany, and Russia through critical points on their power cycles 
produced the extremes of decisionmaking uncertainty and risk; the 
rising national power of Germany, its security threat to France, and 
the decline of Britain as the leading state reflected an international 
hierarchy on the verge of violent collapse; the autocratic structures of 
the governments in Russia, Germany, and Austria-Hungary placed 
few constraints on war decisions by their leaders, and there was an 
absence of shared norms associated with nonviolent conflict resolu¬ 
tion between the Dual Alliance and the democratic states of France 
and Britain; the presence of the enduring rivalry between France and 
Germany with its history of chronic, militarized interaction increased 
the probability of violent conflict; and the polarized alliance systems 
of Austria-Hungary/Germany and Britain/France/Russia all made 
the onset of a war of enormous magnitude, duration, and severity 
highly likely. 

Scientific explanation of individual events may be provided by their 
inductive subsumption under probabilistic laws. The preceding analy¬ 
sis demonstrates that World War I was a high-probability event 
consistent with a broad array of empirical patterns and that it was a 
specific instance of a set of intersecting uniformities which have 
appeared in a much larger number of war cases. 
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In 1970, Singer outlined his scientific approach toward uncovering the 
causes of international war and speculated as to the outcome. Specific¬ 
ally, he postulated that state attributes, relational characteristics 
within dyads, and system-level attributes might combine in creating a 
potent source of war: 

It will almost certainly turn out that certain attributes do indeed 
make some nations more war-prone than others ... I would, on the 
other hand, expect that these attributes - in order to exercise any 
consistent and powerful effect - have to interact with certain rela¬ 
tional variables and with the attributes of the international system at 
the moment. A nation must, in a sense, be in the "right" setting if it is 
to get into war. Finally, there is little doubt that all of these ecological 
factors will have to be taken into account ... if we are ever to 
understand the dynamic processes of behavior and interaction which 
are so large a part of conflict. (Singer 1970:537) 

The analysis presented here has attempted to identify those factors 
and to demonstrate how they conjoin in influencing the onset of war 
among nations. 

The preceding eight chapters of this book were designed to 
provide a scientific explanation of war in international politics 
grounded on data-based empirical research. The study began with 
an examination of two basic decisionmaking models - the rational 
and the nonrational - in relation to the explanatory framework of 
the volume. The central body of the book was organized around 
quantitative empirical research findings on the onset and serious¬ 
ness of war drawn from the analytic levels of the state, dyad, 
region, and international system. Case analyses of the onset of two 
wars - Iran/Iraq (1980) and World War I (1914) - were provided as 
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demonstrations of scientifically-based explanations of historical con¬ 
flicts. 

Principal among the objectives of this study was the effort to 
identify a series of probabilistic laws drawn from consistent empirical 
regularities at multiple analytic levels. The form of covering law 
model employed here involves explanation of an event as a result of 
the conjunction of a set of strong empirical patterns. The empirical 
patterns were not interrelated deductively, but rather were treated as 
inductive generalizations which, additively, increased the probability 
of the occurrence of the specified outcome. In other words, wars in the 
two case studies - Iran/Iraq and World War I - were explained by 
inductive logic given the empirical regularities (probabilistic laws) 
drawn from data-based research. 

Because wars follow from decisions, any explanation of war must 
incorporate, explicitly or implicitly, a model of decisionmaking. 
Chapter 2 examined decisionmaking models on the basis of their 
assumptions about rationality. Nonrational models, whether focusing 
on cognitive psychology or organizational interests and routines, 
maintain that decisions are frequently distorted by systematic percep¬ 
tual, cognitive, or bureaucratic biases. Although the definition of 
rationality is a subject of both philosophical and conceptual debate, 
minimal criteria for an instrumentally rational decision include the 
logical requirements of consistency and coherence in goal-directed 
behavior. 

Due to the high information requirements, nonrational models of 
war based on psychological principles or bureaucratic interests and 
routines have primary applicability in detailed explanations of specific 
events. In contrast, rational models offer the simplifying assumption 
that psychological biases or organizational routines have minimal 
impact and that decisionmakers all calculate in basically the same 
manner. Accepting the simplifying assumption of rational decision¬ 
making facilitates the examination of other, nondecisional elements 
among the causes of war located at the analytic levels of the state, 
dyad, region, and system and permits these factors to be incorporated 
in a general explanation of interstate conflict without reference to 
specific leaders or bureaucratic/organizational elements within gov¬ 
ernments. 

If states do not act similarly in similar situations, then perhaps 
variation in foreign policies is due to variation in the internal 
attributes of states. According to this logic, states with the same 
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critical internal attributes will evidence similar patterns of war 
behavior, distinct from the patterns produced by states with different 
attributes. Chapter 3 focused on quantitative empirical research that 
related to the war-proneness of states. A set of consistent and 
cumulative empirical uniformities on the onset and seriousness of war 
were identified at the state level of analysis and were noted in that 
chapter. Factors increasing the probability of the onset (occurrence/ 
initiation) of war at the level of the state are: 

• Power status (major power) 

• Power cycle (critical point if major power) 

• Alliance (alliance member) 

• Borders (number of borders) 

The factor identified as increasing the probable seriousness (magni¬ 
tude/duration/ severity) of war at the level of the state is: 

• Power status (major power) 

In contrast to state-level studies, dyadic analyses permit the exam¬ 
ination of relational attributes for pairs of states that engage in conflict. 
Some of these elements have a substantial history in realist explana¬ 
tions on the causes of war (e.g., capability differentials, alliances, and 
arms races), while others have constituted cornerstones of liberal 
philosophy as elements associated with peaceful interstate relations 
(e.g., economic development, free trade, and democracy). Chapter 4 
focused on quantitative empirical research that related to the war- 
proneness of dyads. A set of consistent and cumulative empirical 
uniformities on the onset of war were identified at the dyadic level of 
analysis and were noted in that chapter. Factors increasing the 
probability of the onset (occurrence/initiation) of war at the level of 
the dyad are: 

• Contiguity/proximity (common border/distance) 

• Political systems (absence of joint democracies) 

• Economic development (absence of joint advanced economies) 

• Static capability balance (parity) 

• Dynamic capability balance (unstable: shift/transition) 

• Alliance (imbalanced external alliance-tie) 

• Enduring rivalry 

Chapter 5 examined data-based research on war-prone regions. The 
initial section of the chapter focused on simple comparisons between 
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geographic regions in terms of the number of crises, subwar disputes, 
and wars as well as inter-regional comparisons of processes of 
militarized dispute contagion. The second section of that chapter 
explored evidence relating to infra-regional patterns of conflict and 
war that may have been dependent upon spatial heterogeneity, 
population pressure, polarity, and normative constraints. The third 
section of the chapter examined evidence of war contagion as it 
pertained to patterns of intra-regional behavior. The final section in 
chapter 5 examined evidence of intra-regional cycles of war. One 
consistent and cumulative empirical pattern on the onset of war was 
identified at the regional level of analysis. The factor increasing the 
probability of the onset (occurrence) of war at the level of the region is: 

• Contagion/diffusion (presence of an ongoing regional war) 

Chapter 6 reviewed data-based research on war-prone systems. 
Here, certain system-level attributes such as polarity, alliances, capa¬ 
bility concentration, Kondratieff economic cycles, normative con¬ 
straints, and the presence of intergovernmental organizations were 
examined for war effects. A set of consistent and cumulative empirical 
uniformities on the onset and seriousness of war were identified at the 
systemic level of analysis. Factors increasing the probability of the 
onset (occurrence) of war at the level of the international system are: 

• Polarity (weak unipolarity/declining leader) 

• Unstable hierarchy 

• Number of borders 

• Frequency of civil/revolutionary wars 

The factor identified as increasing the probable seriousness (magni¬ 
tude/duration/severity) of war at the level of the international system 
is: 


• Alliance (high polarization) 

Case analyses of two wars - presented in chapters 7 and 8 - were 
provided as demonstrations of scientifically-based explanations of 
historical events. More specifically, the cases of the Iran/Iraq War 
(1980) and World War I (1914) were explained on the basis of 
empirical uniformities established through systematic quantitative 
analyses. The explanations in chapters 7 and 8 demonstrated that the 
Iran/Iraq War and World War I were specific instances of a set of 
patterns which have appeared in a much larger number of cases. In 
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short, both wars were high-probability events consistent with a broad 
array of empirical patterns. 

Wars are contests of power. They may develop over any of a large 
number of issues such as territory, security, wealth, or ethnicity. 
However, it is maintained that the presence or absence of certain 
factors increases the probability of the onset and seriousness of such 
contests. The analysis presented here has attempted to identify those 
factors and to provide an account of conflict using findings derived 
from over five decades of systematic, quantitative empirical research. 

In sum, this book has offered an explanation of war in international 
politics based on covering laws. The approach has utilized the 
inductive-probabilistic logical form, and has identified a series of 
strong empirical patterns at multiple levels of analysis that are 
associated with both the onset (occurrence/initiation) and seriousness 
(magnitude/duration/severity) of war. It has demonstrated that the 
onset and seriousness of individual cases of dyadic and multistate 
war can be explained as resulting from the conjunction of factors 
identified as strong empirical patterns. Moreover, these patterns may 
be used to generate probabilistic predictions about war in specific 
cases. 1 Such policy-oriented work lies beyond the scope of this 
volume, but remains within the realm of its epistemological frame¬ 
work. Alternatively, as Nicholson (1996:43) argues, the implications of 
chaos theory in terms of the predictability of certain physical phe¬ 
nomena suggest that uncertainty may be a basic characteristic in the 
behavior of even sifnple deterministic systems. The study of inter¬ 
national conflict may also reveal an inherently limited predictability - 
for specific cases - despite the existence of highly stable patterns. 
Limitations in prediction, however, do not weaken our ability to 
explain how and why wars occur. Of course, the onset of war 
ultimately turns on decisions. Structural forces influence and shape 
those decisions, but do not determine them entirely. In this sense, the 
conditions conducive to war may be present, but due to the element of 
human choice, the last step remains indeterminate. 


1 A published version of an attempt to forecast the severity (total battle-deaths) of the 
impending war between Iraq and United Nations forces in 1991 - based on historical 
patterns of conflict - may be found in Cioffi-Revilla (1991). Specifically, Cioffi-Revilla 
estimated the number of states involved in the war and the duration of the war and 
then used these estimates to predict the number of total battle-deaths, based on 
equations designed to account for the severity of historical wars. 
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List of databases 


COPDAB: 

COW: 

CPTS: 

CREON: 

DON: 

ICB: 

LORANOW: 

MIC: 

MID: 

SIPRI: 

TRIP: 

WEIS: 


Conflict and Peace Data Bank (University of North 
Carolina) 

Correlates of War Project (University of Michigan) 
Cross-Polity Time-Series (State University of New 
York at Binghamton) 

Comparative Research on the Events of Nations 
Project (Ohio State University) 

Dimensionality of Nations Project (University of 
Hawaii) 

International Crisis Behavior Project (University of 
Maryland) 

Long-Range Analysis of War Project (University of 
Colorado) 

Managing Interstate Conflict (University of Pitts¬ 
burgh) 

Militarized Interstate Dispute; Correlates of War 
(COW) Project (University of Michigan) 

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
Transnational Rules Indicator Project (University of 
South Carolina) 

World Event Interaction Survey (University of South¬ 
ern California) 
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Table A.l. War-prone states: references by category 


National attributes 

Regimes 

Capabilities 

Borders 

Alliances 

Status quo orientation 

Bremer, Singer & 

Brady & Kegley (1977) 

Bremer (1980) 

Boulding (1962) 

Kemp (1977) 

Geller (1994) 

Luterbacher (1973) 

Chan (1984) 

Diehl & Kingston 

Midlarsky (1975) 

Levy (1981) 

Gilpin (1981) 

Cattell (1949) 

Dixon (1989) 

(1987) 

Richardson (1960) 

Singer & Small 

Modelski (1983) 

Cattell et at. (1952) 

Domke (1988) 

Doran (1983) 

Rummel (1972) 

(1966) 

Organski (1958) 

Cattell & Gorsuch 

East & Gregg (1967) 

Doran (1985) 

Siverson & Starr 

Siverson & Starr 

Organski & Kugler 

(1965) 

East & Hermann (1974) 

Doran (1989) 

(1990) 

(1990) 

(1980) 

Choucri & North (1972) 

Enterline (1996) 

Doran & Parsons 

Starr & Most (1976) 

Siverson & Sullivan Wish (1980) 

Choucri & North (1975) 

Gaubatz (1991) 

(1980) 

Starr & Most (1978) 

(1984) 


Choucri, North & 

Geller (1985) 

Eberwein (1982) 

Starr & Most (1983) 

Vasquez (1993) 


Yamakage (1992) 

Gleditsch (1992) 

Feierabend & 

Weede (1970) 

Weede (1970) 


Duval & Thompson 

Gleditsch (1994) 

Feierabend (1969) 

Wright (1964) 



(1980) 

Gregg & Banks (1965) 

Geller (1988) 




East (1973) 

Haas (1965) 

Houweling & Siccama 



East & Gregg (1967) 

Levy (1988) 

(1991) 




Eberwein et al. (1979) 

Mansfield & Snyder (1995) 

James & Hebron 




Feierabend & 

Maoz (1989) 

(1993) 




Feierabend (1969) 

Maoz & Abdolali (1989) 

Kemp (1977) 




Geller (1985) 

Nincic (1990) 

Kohler (1975) 




Richardson (1960) 

Ray (1995b) 

Rummel (1968) 




Rummel (1963) 

Rummel (1968) 

Small & Singer (1970) 




Rummel (1967) 

Rummel (1983) 

Small & Singer (1982) 




Rummel (1968) 

Rummel (1985) 

Weede (1970) 




Rummel (1969) 

Russett (1990a) 

Wright (1964) 




Salmore & 

Russett & Monsen (1975) 





Hermann (1969) 

Salmore & Hermann (1969) 





Singer (1972) 

Small & Singer (1976) 





Singer & Cusack (1981) 

Stoll (1984) 





Thompson (1982) 

Weede (1970) 





Vincent(1981) 

Weede (1984) 





Vincent et «/.(1973) 

Weede (1996a) 





Wilkenfeld (1969) 

Wright (1964) 





Wilkenfeld (1971) 

Zinnes & Wilkenfeld (1971) 









Table A.2. War-prone dyads: references by category 


Capability balance Contiguity Arms race Alliances Regimes Status quo Economic factors 

orientation 


Anderson & McKeown 
(1987) 

Bremer (1992) 

Bueno de Mesquita 
(1978) 

Bueno de Mesquita 
(1980) 

Bueno de Mesquita 
(1981a) 

Bueno de Mesquita & 
Riker(1982) 

Gamham (1976a) 
Geller (1990) 

Geller (1992a) 

Geller (1993) 

Geller (1998) 

Gochman (1990a) 
Houweling & Siccama 
(1988) 

Huth, Bennett & Gelpi 
(1992) 

Huth & Russett (1993) 
Maoz & Abdolali 
Kim (1991) 

Kim (1992) 

Kim (1996) 

Kim & Morrow (1992) 
Lemke & Kugler (1996) 
Mandel (1980) 


Boulding (1962) Altfeld (1983) Bueno de 

Bremer (1992) Diehl (1983) Mesquita (1981a) 
Bueno de Diehl (1985) Bremer (1992) 

Mesquita (1981a) Diehl & Kim (1991) 

Gamham (1976b) Kingston (1987) Kim (1992) 
Gleditsch (1995) Huntington Kim & Morrow 
Gleditsch & (1969) (1992) 

Singer (1975) Intriligator Mihalka (1976) 

Gochman (1990b) (1969) Ray (1990) 

Lemke (1995) Intriligator & Siverson & 

Mihalka (1976) Brito (1984) Tennefoss (1984) 

Moul (1985) Majeski (1986) Weede (1975) 

Moul (1988) Morrow (1989) Weede (1989) 

Rummel (1979) Richardson 

Starr & Most (1939) 

(1976) Vasquez (1993) 

Starr & Most Wallace (1979) 

(1978) Wallace (1980) 

Vasquez (1993) Wallace (1981) 

Vasquez (1995) Wallace (1982) 

Weede (1975) Wallace (1983) 

Wallace (1990) 

Weede (1980) 


Babst (1972) 

Bremer (1992) 
Bremer (1993a) 
Bueno de Mesquita 
& Lalman (1992) 
Chan (1984) 

Dixon (1989) 

Dixon (1993) 

Dixon (1994) 

Domke (1988) 

Doyle (1986) 

Farber & Gowa 
(1995) 

Gates, Knutsen & 
Moses (1996) 

Geller (1985) 
Gleditsch (1995) 
James & Mitchell 
(1995) 

Layne (1994) 

Levy (1988) 

(1989) 

Maoz & Russett 
(1993) 

Morgan & Campbell 
(1991) 

Morgan & 
Schwebach (1992) 


Anderson & 
McKeown (1987) 
Galtung (1964) 
Geller (1994) 
Gilpin (1981) 
Huth (1996) 

Huth, Bennett & 
Gelpi (1992) 
Huth, Gelpi & 
Bennett (1993) 
Levy (1987) 

Maoz (1982) 
Midlarsky (1975) 
Morrow (1996) 
Organski (1958) 
Paul (1994) 

Ray (1995a) 
Rummel (1979) 
Vasquez (1996a) 
Wallace (1971) 


Barbieri (1996) 
Blainey (1973) 
Bremer (1992) 
Buzan (1984) 
Gasiorowski & 
Polachek (1982) 
Hoffmann (1978) 
Nye (1990) 
Oneal, Oneal, 
Maoz & Russett 
(1996) 

Sullivan (1974) 
Weede (1995) 


( continued ) 





Table A.2. ( continued ) 

Capability balance Contiguity 


Arms race 


Alliances 


Mihalka (1976) 
Modelski (1983) 
Morrow (1996) 

Moul (1988) 

Organski & Kugler 
(1980) 

Singer (1972) 
Siverson & Tennefoss 
(1984) 

Small & Singer 
(1982) 

Wang & Ray (1994) 
Wayman (1996) 
Weede (1976) 


Regimes 


Status quo 
orientation 


Economic factors 


Ray (1993) 

Ray (1995a) 
Rummel (1968) 
Rummel (1979) 
Rummel (1983) 
Russett (1990b) 
Russett (1993) 
Small & Singer 
(1976) 

Spiro (1994) 
Waltz (1959) 
Weede (1970) 
Weede (1984) 
Wright (1964) 





Table A.3. War-prone regions: references by category 


Comparisons 

Brecher (1984) 
Brecher & 
Wilkenfeld (1982) 
Bremer (1982) 
Eckhardt & Azar 
(1978a) 

Eckhardt & Azar 
(1978b) 

Gochman & Maoz 
(1984) 

Holsti (1995) 
Houweling & 

Kune (1984) 
Houweling & 
Siccama (1985) 
Kende (1978) 
Kennedy (1993) 
Mearsheimer (1990) 
Singer & 

Wildavsky (1993) 
Weede (1996b) 


Attributes 

Bremer, Singer & 
Luterbacher (1973) 
Cohen (1973) 

Cohen (1982) 

Holsti (1991) 

Hopf (1991) 
Huntington (1993) 
Kegley & Raymond 
(1986) 

Kelly (1986) 
O'Loughlin & 
Anselin (1991) 


Contagion 

Bremer (1982) 

Faber, Houweling 
& Siccama (1984) 
Gamham (1983) 
Houweling & 
Siccama (1985) 

Kirby & Ward 
(1987) 

Levy & Morgan 
(1986) 

Li & Thompson 
(1975) 

Lieberson & 
Silverman (1965) 
Midlarsky (1970) 
Midlarsky (1978) 
Midlarsky, Crenshaw 
& Yoshida (1980) 
Most & Starr (1980) 
Spilerman (1970) 
Starr & Most (1983) 
Starr & Most (1985) 


Cycles 

Farrar (1977) 
Gilpin (1981) 
Goldstein (1988) 
Levy (1991) 
Midlarsky (1984) 
Modelski (1983) 
Thompson (1988) 
Thompson (1996) 
Wallerstein (1984) 
Wright (1964) 




Table A.4. War-prone systems: references by category 


Polarity 

Alliances 

Attributes 

Time 

Contagion 

Norms/IGOs 

Doran (1989) 

Brecher, James & 

Bueno de Mesquita 

Cioffi-Revilla (1995) 

Bremer (1982) 

Holsti (1991) 

Geller (1992b) 

Wilkenfeld (1990) 

(1981b) 

Cioffi-Revilla (1996) 

Faber, Houweling 

Kegley & Raymond 

Geller (1996) 

Bueno de Mesquita 

Bueno de Mesquita & 

Eckhardt & Azar 

& Siccama (1984) 

(1981) 

Gilpin (1981) 

(1978) 

Lalman (1988) 

(1978a) 

Houweling & 

Kegley & Raymond 

Hopf (1991) 

Bueno de Mesquita & 

East (1972) 

Eckhardt & Azar 

Siccama (1985) 

(1982) 

Levy (1984) 

Lalman (1988) 

Gleditsch (1994) 

(1978b) 

Levy (1982b) 

Kegley & Raymond 

Mansfield (1988) 

Holsti, Hopmann & 

Goldstein (1988) 

Gochman & Maoz 

Most & Starr (1980) 

(1986) 

Modelski (1972) 

Sullivan (1973) 

Hoole & Huang 

(1984) 

Most, Starr & 

Kegley & Raymond 

Modelski (1983) 

Jervis (1976) 

(1989) 

Goldstein (1988) 

Siverson (1989) 

(1994) 

Morgenthau (1967) 

Kegley & Raymond 

Mansfield (1988) 

Levy (1982a) 

Naroll (1968) 

Parsons (1951) 

Organski (1958) 

(1994) 

Maoz (1989) 

Levy & Morgan 

Richardson (1960) 

Schahczenski (1991) 

Spiezio (1990) 

Kim & Morrow 

Maoz & Abdolali 

(1986) 


Singer & Wallace 

Tnompson (1986) 

(1992) 

(1989) 

Midlarsky (1986) 


(1970) 

Thompson (1988) 

Levy (1981) 

Modelski (1981) 

Singer & Small 


Vasquez (1993) 

Wallerstein (1984) 

Singer & Small 

Richardson (1960) 

(1972) 


Wallensteen (1984) 

Waltz (1979) 

(1966) 

Singer, Bremer & 

Singer & Small 



Weede (1994) 

Singer & Small 

Stuckey (1972) 

(1974) 




(1968) 

Starr (1994) 

Stoll (1982) 




Singer & Small 

Starr & Most (1976) 





(1974) 

Starr & Most (1978) 





Snyder & Diesing 

Wallace (1971) 





(1977) 

Wallace (1973) 





Vasquez (1993) 

Wallensteen & Axell 





Wallace (1973) 

(1993) 





Way man (1984) 

Wallerstein (1984) 






Waltz (1979) 
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